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The concept of an African university was brought into the spotlight during the 2015-2016 
FeesMustFall students protests. However, decolonial history illustrates that the notion of an 
African university predates FeesMustFall. African scholars and politicians have mooted this 
idea as far back as during the colonial and post-colonial period. This dissertation investigated 
how the University of Johannesburg (UJ) and University of the Witwatersrand (Wits) Sociology 
undergraduate departments have fared to decolonise their curriculums post the FeesMustFall 
students protests. The need to study Sociology departments at UJ and Wits was informed by 
these universities’ past ideological and pedagogical leaning. UJ, having previously been Rand 
Afrikaans University (RAU), an Afrikaans speaking conservative university that gave 
prominence to structural functionalist scholars, such as Talcott Parsons and Emile Durkheim, 
and Wits a liberal English university that gave weight to neo-Marxist scholars, such as Antonio 
Gramsci and Louis Althusser. My intention with this study was to explore if these past-
ideological leanings have shifted or they are still unsullied even after students demands for 
decolonisation. This dissertation explored these responses taking a decolonial and 
Foucauldian lens. It challenged the hierarchisation of knowledge and coloniality which have 
appropriated sociological knowledge to the West.  
 
The findings highlight that though efforts to decolonise the curriculum have been there since 
the students protests, such efforts have been individualistic. Instead of the decolonisation 
project being a collaborative task embraced by all academics in the departments, this task has 
been haphazard and ad hock, depending on the political orientation of each lecturer. Only 
lecturers who are open to the politics of decolonisation have tried to append their curriculum 
as it was demanded by the students during the protests. Of the sampled modules notably; the 
Individual and Society/Identity and Society, Social Science Research Methods/Researching 
Social Life and Sociological Theory, this dissertation found that it is Social Science Research 
Methods and Sociological Theory that have, since the FeesMustFall protests, made efforts to 
decolonise their curriculum. It also found that as lecturers are decolonising, there is a tendency 
to subordinate African scholars to European because the answers always lie with those in the 
North. This dissertation argued the view that Sociology’s response, particularly in these two 
modules: the Individual and Society/Identity and Society to decolonisation has been cosmetic, 
in that it has reacted to the FeesMustFall demand of decolonisation of the curriculum with a 
tick-box method. This reaction, I argued in this dissertation has resulted not in decolonisation 
of the curriculum but in the cataloguing of African scholars whom even when they are taught, 
are not taught as main theorists but in a trivialising and perfunctory manner. Instead of there 
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been a synergy of knowledges just as decoloniality dictates, there has been one domineering 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
  
1.1. Introduction 
The FeesMustFall (FMF) student protests marked a new political awakening in the South African 
higher education. FMF saw students grappling with and challenging the colonial and apartheid 
foundations of the university, its racist cultures and curriculum (Kgosiemang 2017). In these 
protests, students nourished themselves in Frantz Fanon and Steve Biko’s scholarship where 
they believed, like Fanon (1963) that it was time to emancipate their epistemologies and minds 
from the yoke of modernity. They used Fanon as a decolonial option to help critique and reveal 
the fairy-tales of coloniality. From Biko (2004) they learnt that it was time to take ownership of 
their destinies and write their stories. Biko reminded them that much of what they knew about 
themselves is what they have been told by colonialism and apartheid. In this regard, FMF was 
aimed at restoring the dignity of black people in the university and the curriculum. The concern 
for students was that post-apartheid universities remain dominated by “…colonial, apartheid and 
Western…epistemological traditions” (Heleta 2016:1). Opening these universities to other 
perspectives meant that students first had to dismantle these universities’ racists foundations.  
 
FMF followed on the steps of the RhodesMustFall protests by challenging the prevailing social 
inequalities they perceived the universities were turning a blind eye to. (Council on Higher 
Education (CHE) 2017). The success of the fallist movement at Rhodes university can be 
measured by the fall of the Rhodes statue. Students debated that the Rhodes statue symbolised 
apartheid and universities’ refusal to change (Booysen 2016). The fall of this statue symbolised 
the fall of whiteness and racist cultures. Therefore, removing the statue became intertwined with 
the broader issues of transformation of the university in order to free it from the legacies of 
apartheid. It was an effort of opening the university to new and/or already existing but silenced 
modes of thought. FeesMustFall protests renewed debates for decolonisation. These 
movements were born from universities’ failure to contextualise their curricula because students 
contested that the curriculum that they were taught was not addressing their daily realities nor 
conscientising them to view the world from the Afrocentric lens. 
Students were tired of wearing a façade. Indeed they were tired of being different people at home 
and at school. In essence, this means that the aspect of their being or authentic selves was 
compromised at university than it was at home. In other words, schooling was a constant battle 
of identity for them - a fiercely contested  battle of the self. W.E.B. Du Bois’ Double 
Consciousness is relevant for this discussion. Double Consciousness according to Itzigsohn and 
Brown (2015) describes the multiple internal conflicts that the subordinated group i.e., black 
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people suffers in a colonised society. Using this term, one can argue that students, black 
students in particular, as the subordinated group in the university, not in terms of numbers, but 
in terms of the realities of the curriculum, were taught in these universities to embrace a different 
identity and become people they were not. By demanding decolonisation, students were saying 
they could not breath because apartheid cultures are still  permeating (Mbembe, 2016). 
Demanding decolonisation is students’ way of claiming back their true selves.  
Universities need to decolonise, so they move away from celebrating modernity and its 
delinquent cousins; colonialism and apartheid (Le Grange 2019). Decolonising the university is 
the antidote to counter modernity. FMF sought to decolonise the university with the hope of 
transforming its institutional culture, knowledge project and pedagogy. Students were saying 
Europe is not a global province where all theory resides but just a geographical location like other 
locations where knowledge can be found. However, in truth, the issues that FMF students 
problematised are not new nor are they unique to South African universities. The insidious cry 
for decolonial education and the establishment of African universities has echoed throughout the 
Continent with scholars such as Ndebele (2007), Nyamnjoh (2004), Mphahlele in Obee (1999), 
Mazrui (2003) and Mamdani (2016) as guiding lights.  
 
In order to show that FMF spoke to existing issues, one turned to Mamdani (2016). Before 
commenting on the idea of an African university, Mamdani spoke about the notion of the modern 
university, which he traced to 12th and 13th century and argued that such an idea developed from 
Western Christianity and institutionalised in Berlin in 1810. According to him, this university 
spread throughout Europe and the rest of the world in the 19th century (Mamdani 2016). Its 
pedagogical approach, he noted, was based on the idea of ‘oneness/sameness’ as it hoped to 
produce a homogenous Western scholar’ from the vantage point of ‘one’ experience, the 
European experience. As this university spread to the ends of the world, the non-European 
scholar had to confine himself to its values even though doing that meant that he had to 
compromise his identity and open himself to foreign knowledges. From its mode of education, 
one notes that this university was colonising and pushed the colonial narrative. An African 
university for Mamdani (2017) is one that put at its centre the African knowledge systems and 
views the world from the position of its location. Such a university is in service to the needs of its 
society (Mazrui 2003).  
 
The views that the modern university education is colonising is not only unique to Mamdani, 
Williams (2018) and Akena (2012) have equally argued in the same vein. Williams has noted 
that with colonialism, was also the colonisation of knowledge. Thus, education was in these times 
used as a political tool, used to further the interest of the empire. This colonisation of education 
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went hand in hand with religion and this was seen with the introduction of missionary schools 
where Africans were taught to worship God but worship Him in a European way. Through 
missionary schools, Europe inculcated the idea of inferiority and submissiveness. The colonial 
agenda hid behind education and religion because in these schools, Africans were taught a 
curriculum that indoctrinated them to unlearn their indigenous knowledge systems which had 
sustained them long before the arrival of colonialism (Akena 2012). It was at this point that the 
hierarchisation of knowledge began. European knowledge was deemed superior, made 
seductive and other knowledges inferior especially those from the South, namely, Africa whose 
knowledge system was disposed of. 
  
In order to contextualise how Europe marked its map of omnipresence on the African soil, one 
turned to Ali Mazrui (2005) who captured this reality eloquently. He noted that though Africans 
had encounters with other ‘civilisations’ i.e., the Greco-Romans before Europe, its encounter 
with Europe was peculiar as it was racialised, enforcing ideas of inferiority and superiority. In the 
same sentence, Mazrui (2005:70) went on to say that;  
 
It took Africa’s contact with the Arab world to make the Black people of Africa realize that 
they were black in description, but not necessarily in status…to Europeans “black” was 
not merely descriptive; it was also judgmental. Arabs alerted the people of sub-Saharan 
Africa that they were black. Europe tried to convince Black people that they were inferior. 
 
As a black student, pondering upon this quote infuse feelings of anger and rage. Here Mazrui 
captured ‘whiteness’ not as an abstract term but as a totalising image that did not only try but 
succeeded in making black people believe that Europe came to lighten their skin. In this case, 
the skin they lighten was pedagogical. To this day, many Africans naïvely see Europe as the 
centre of theory to which all human beings must be validated. They forget that Europe 
misunderstood Africa as a place of inferiority, believing that nothing good can ever come from 
Africa. This is because Europe incorrectly perceived Africa as empty, devoid of history and 
needing saving and/or to be civilised.  
 
Colonialists were convinced that their education carried with it a civilising mission that had to 
undo, redo and explain the ‘hows’ and ‘whys’ of the colonial world. Its colonising nature was 
informed by the notion that “imperial Europe understood the human as the European, [and the] 
colonised people as so many species of the subhuman” (Mamdani 2016:70). Colonialists 
believed that colonies needed to be re-born, because in their eyes, there was only one human 
race, the European race. The colonising European scholar viewed himself as a ‘purely pure’ 
human being whose purity could not be held in one place but had to spread to every part of the 
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world, not being sympathetic to anything he found. Therefore, when students took to the streets 
to problematise post-apartheid universities, they were speaking to something that is not unique 
to literature. Scholars such as Hendricks (2018), Maringe (2017) and Moja, Cloete and Muller 
(1996) have also critiqued the university along these lines. For instance, Maringe (2017) wrote 
that the problem of universities in Africa is that they are modelled to resemble those in Europe 
and North America. Hendricks (2018) argued in the same vein. He contends that the curriculum 
of South African universities is extraverted than endogenous, and it leans more to the West than 
within.  
 
Ndlovu-Gatsheni (2016), Mbembe (2015) and Mamdani (2016, 2017) are therefore correct to 
argue that these universities are universities in Africa and not African universities. These 
scholars hold this view believing that the pedagogical approach of these universities reflects 
more the Euro-North American centric thought than the African thought. These universities 
consume what they do not produce and maintain the misguided belief that the South cannot 
theorise. Universities remain dominated by alien worldviews and epistemological traditions (La 
Grange 2019 and Heleta 2016). The only way out of these foreign worldviews and traditions is 
for these universities is to decolonise. Thus, students were justified by demanding 
decolonisation. They understood that higher education was not reflective of their location and 
could not conscientise them to imagine the world from an African perspective. The need to 
decolonise the curriculum was also vocalised by Boaventura De Sousa Santos (2012, 2016) 
who argued that there is a need to decolonise curriculum because colonialism decimated 
indigenous knowledge. He noted that colonialism led to epistemicides i.e., the destruction of 
knowledge, cultures of indigenous people, their memory and ancestral links that allows them to 
relate with each other and their location (De Sousa Santos 2014).  
 
From Connell’s (2014) analysis of the dynamics of knowledge production, that is, the unequal 
relations between the metropole and periphery, we learnt that decolonising the curriculum will 
make the South (periphery) reclaim its position in the knowledge economy and enable it to 
engage with the North (metropole) as an equal discourse. This will equip the South to challenge 
coloniality as it sustains the hierarchisation of knowledge and colonialist ideas that knowledge is 
produced in the North for the South. Scholars such as Mamdani (1993, 2017, 2019), Ndlovu-
Gatsheni (2013, 2015, 2016), Mbembe (2015, 2016, 2019), Lebeloane (2017), Lange (2019) 
and Nyoni (2019) have made assessments of the university and illustrated how they have 
responded to decolonisation. Their assessments demonstrated that universities are elitist, 
universalistic and Westernised. These assessments laid a foundation for this dissertation to 
further critique universities’ response to decolonisation. This dissertation critiques these 
universities from the position of the FeesMustFall to give a comparative examination of how 
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Sociology at the University of Johannesburg (UJ) and the University of the Witwatersrand (Wits) 
responded to the FMF demands for decolonisation in their undergraduate curriculum. The need 
to review how Sociology responded to decolonisation was informed by two points; first by these 
universities’ ideological and political orientation during apartheid. With UJ and Wits having been 
Afrikaans and English universities and advancing functionalist and neo-Marxist scholarship 
respectively, this dissertation sought to find out if these past orientations are still evident in 
Sociology even after the FMF movement. Secondly, this focus was informed by the view that 
Sociology had strong ties with apartheid, under the apartheid system and was used to provide a 
blueprint to promote the apartheid discriminatory and racist narrative.  
 
To explore these responses, this dissertation took a decolonial and Foucauldian leaning. This 
decolonial lens enabled this dissertation to challenge the geographies of knowledge and the 
inequalities in knowledge production and fairy-tales of coloniality. This dissertation challenged 
coloniality of power, knowledge and being. Foucault (1978, 1991) helped to further emphasise 
the truth that knowledge is socially (de) constructed, and that each society has its own regimes 
of truth. Used interchangeably, these theoretical leanings allowed this dissertation to argue that 
the South, like the North, is born into a knowledge system and truth that is epistemologically and 
ontologically valid. Thus, this dissertation engaged with coloniality from the position of its 
contextual reality (southern locus of enunciation), a position that Dastile and Ndlovu-Gatsheni 
(2013) argued, is the position of the majority. The need to compare these universities’ responses 
to decolonisation was informed by these universities’ past political difference, with UJ having 
been an Afrikaans university and Wits an English university. It is my believe that given this 
history, it would be interesting to find out what these two universities/departments of Sociology 
have done to decolonise their curriculum and address the injustices of the past. 
 
Discussion of decolonisation are not new in Sociology. Sociologists in Anibal Quijano (2000, 
2007), Syed Farid Alatas (2000, 2003), Raewyn Connell (2016, 2018 2019) and Boaventura De 
Sousa Santos (2012, 2014, 2015) have all grappled with decolonisation even before the students 
protests. Their writings have been calling for the return of the epistemologies of the South. These 
scholars challenged coloniality of being, knowledge and power. Sociologists in Jimi Adesina 
(2002, 2005, 2006), Olajide Oloyede (2006), Aris Sitas (1997, 2014), Bongani Nyoka (2012, 
2019a, 2019b) and Xolela Mangcu (2016) have equally critiqued Sociology in South Africa 
saying that the discipline is extraverted and teaches students a curriculum that does not account 
to their environment. By calling for decolonisation, this dissertation was adding to these scholars’ 
nuanced critiques of the discipline in South Africa. These sociological critiques like those from 
scholars who critique the university for being Westernised laid the foundation for this dissertation 
to review what the discipline had done to decolonise its curriculum since FMF. It is my view that 
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Sociology must be decolonised and be contextualised in order to address the realities of its 
location.    
 
This dissertation followed Ndlovu-Gatsheni’s theorisation of decolonisation where it referred to 
decolonisation as the political and epistemological process of freeing on the post-colonial world 
from Eurocentric paradigms, worldviews and ways of knowing (Ndlovu-Gatsheni 2016). Ndlovu-
Gatsheni connects decolonisation with the politics of knowledge and African struggles against 
coloniality wherein he noted that decolonisation is the unveiling of the epistemological injustices 
which undermines the people of the South (Ndlovu-Gatsheni 2013, 2015, 2016). It recognises 
that each society is born into a knowledge system that is ontologically valid and legitimate 
(Ndlovu-Gatsheni 2016). Wa Thiong’o (1987) also wrote in the politics of language that 
decolonisation involves the search for a liberatory perspective that is going to allow us to see 
ourselves clearly in relationship to ourselves and to others in the world. Fanon (1963:35) also 
noted that decolonisation involves “the veritable creation of a new men. But this creation owes 
nothing of its legitimacy to any supernatural power; the “thing” which has been colonised 
becomes man during the same process by which it frees itself”. Decolonisation reunites, the self 
with others in the world. It is able to do this because instead of claiming universality or presenting 
itself as the only alternative in the world, decolonisation celebrates diversity as it advocates for 
a pluriverse world where people regardless of their race, gender and location in the world can 
exit in their knowledge systems without having to justify themselves.  
 
1.2. Significance of the study  
This decolonial and Foucauldian leaning allowed this dissertation to question and critique the 
politics of knowledge production and inequalities from the position of a southern locus 
enunciation. By critiquing coloniality of power, knowledge and being, this dissertation revealed 
the epistemic and linguistic racisms that Sociology suffers because of its northern theoretical 
and methodological leaning. Importantly, this dissertation compared Sociology’s response to 
decolonisation at UJ and Wits at undergraduate level. Lecturers shared their experiences with 
teaching and decolonising Sociology after FMF. 
  
1.3. Research aims and objectives 
To explore Sociology’s response to decolonisation, this study followed this research question; 
How have the Sociology departments at UJ and Wits at undergraduate level responded 
to the FeesMustFall demands of curriculum decolonisation? 
 
 
     
15 
 
The following research objectives were pursued: 
 
• To understand how Sociology at UJ and Wits have responded to demands for 
decolonisation of the curriculum at undergraduate level.   
• To examine curriculum changes in Sociology at UJ and Wits at undergraduate level. 
• To investigate how the FMF protests have influenced students’ assessments and teaching 
methods in Sociology at UJ and Wits at undergraduate level.  
 
1.4. Outline of chapters 
Chapter 2 gave a brief historical background of Sociology in South Africa. It historicised 
Sociology in the apartheid and post-apartheid era. It argued that the development of Sociology 
in the apartheid era was due to its proximity to the apartheid state. The chapter further noted 
that under apartheid, Sociology was used as a political tool to further the interest of the state. 
This chapter highlighted that what transpired since during apartheid to date, and the kind of 
Sociology that Sociologists pursue presently.  
Chapter 3 looked at the idea of an African university. It explored early proposals of an African 
university and how scholars in both the colonial and post-colonial era imagined the African 
university. The chapter also highlighted some of the critiques from post-colonial scholars and 
the epistemological racisms that universities in Africa have been exposed to. This was done so 
to expose the alienating nature of the curriculum of these universities. Furthermore, this chapter 
discussed proposals for curriculum transformation from decolonial and Afrocentric scholars. In 
addition, it spotlighted debates between decolonisation and Africanisation, and what direction 
the transformation of curricula should take. The FeesMustFall curriculum demands were also 
revisited wherein I looked at the reasoning for demanding decolonisation. The chapter concluded 
by explaining decoloniality and focus attention on Michel Foucault as the theoretical premise that 
guided this study.  
Chapter 4 is a methodology chapter, in here I looked at qualitative research methodology and 
give rationale why it was ideal for this study. This investigation used purposive and quota 
sampling methods and semi-structured qualitative interviews as well as documentary analysis 
to collect data. I also shared in this chapter my experiences with these methods and how I 
navigated around them. For analysis, this study used thematic and content analysis to analyse 
data. The chapter also shares my positionality and how this position informed my biases to carry 
out this study. I concluded by highlighting some of the ethical issues that came out from this 
study and the techniques I employed to solve them. 
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Chapter 5 discussed the findings. It highlighted what Sociology has done to decolonise since the 
FMF calls for decolonisation of the curriculum. To highlight this, I followed five themes: 
understandings of decolonisation, universities response to decolonisation, what Sociology has 
done to decolonise its curriculum as well as the FMF protests influences on teaching methods 
and assessments and limitations of the FMF in forcing universities to decolonisation.  
Chapter 6 presented the conclusion and summarises the study’s main arguments. The chapter 
reflected on whether or not the main objectives were met. I also shared the limitations and 
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The history of Sociology or that of the social sciences in its entirety in Africa owes its existence 
to the colonial empire. The philosophical work of Bernard Magubane, Archie Mafeje, Aris Sitas, 
Bongani Nyoka, Akinsola Akiwowo, Jimi Adesina, Farid Alatas and Olajide Oloyede attest to this. 
Their philosophical work link the history of Sociology and Anthropology in Africa to the empire; 
colonialism and apartheid. In this chapter, a clear linearity of time of Sociology in South Africa 
was stressed because it historicised Sociology from two phases; during apartheid and the 
democratic era. The first phase investigated Sociology’s proximity to apartheid and the impact 
of this relationship on the Sociology departments in historically Afrikaans and English speaking 
universities. The last phase examined the current state of Sociology and reflects on the kind of 
Sociology that scholars have been promoting since 1994. 
 
2.2. Establishing Sociology departments in South Africa  
 
The University of South Africa (UNISA) was the first university to introduce Sociology as a 
module followed by the establishment of the first Department of Anthropology at the University 
of Cape Town (UCT) in 1921 (Uys 2004 and Jubber 2007). Jubber (1983) noted that the first 
lecturers of Sociology at UNISA were social anthropologists. It was in the 1930s that Cilliers 
(1984) noted that Sociology started being taught as an independent discipline. Jubber (1983) 
also noted that independent Sociology departments began forming in these periods. University 
of Pretoria (UP) was the first to teach sociology as a module in 1931 followed by, Stellenbosch 
University in 1932, UCT in 1934, Wits in 1937, Potchefstroom University, University of Natal and 
Orange Free State in 1937 (Jubber 2007). But, Sociology’s alliance with Social Work never 
stopped, it worsened. Sooryamoorthy (2016) observes that because of the great demands of 
social workers after the 2nd world war and the social needs of the country, Sociology unselfishly 
served Social Work. 
Sociology courses focused on social problems and needs, and it adopted a curricula that was 
influenced by other disciplines (Sooryamoorthy 2016). This is true because Jubber (1983) noted 
that Social Work shaped the scope of Sociology during this time. Social workers of this period 
were trained as Sociologists in universities. Cilliers (1984) noted that since Sociology failed to 
grow in its initial years, its presences in the colonial era was not impressive and the reasons for 
its failure to grow was due to failure to attract students. Its dependence and service to other 
disciplines came to bite it because most of those who were ‘Sociologists’ during this era, 
Sooryamoorthy (2016) argued, did not traditionally come from Sociology, but came from 
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disciplines such as psychology and economics. He went on to contend that it was only in the 
1950s that this problem was solved. As a result, this period saw a great influx of new generation 
Sociologists who had been trained internationally.  
Sooryamoorthy’s (2016:19) view is that Sociologists in the colonial era were concerned with 
pressing social issues of the day i.e., poverty and related emanation. Ironically and perplexed, 
this scholar went on to note that this focus on poverty was not on the black African majority but 
on white people. He put it thus: “but [their] focus was not on the problem of the majority of the 
population, namely Africans. Rather, their interest was limited to poverty among the whites”. It 
was here that the politics of race began to be evident. Committed to this racists voyage, 
Sooryamoorthy (2016) noted that the South African Dutch Reformed Church wrote to the 
Carnegie Corporation in the United States to ask for funds in order to study this poor white 
problem in 1932 but due to the lack of proper research background, this journey ended before it 
could start. He noted however, that recommendations were then made for the creation of social 
studies departments to train people.  
However, this failure did not stop an influx of international Sociologists in South Africa. In fact, 
Groenewald (1991) argued that first Sociologists that were appointed in South Africa received 
training either in Holland, England, Germany or the United States. The result which he noted 
was a hybrid of sociologies; social economic Sociology at UCT under Prof Edward Boston, 
comparative Sociology at Wits under Prof John Gray, cultural Sociology at UP under Prof 
Geoffrey Cronje and welfare Sociology under Prof Hendrick Verwoerd at Stellenbosch 
(Groenewald 1991). Sociologists such as Prof S.P Cilliers were key in freeing Sociology from 
Social Work (Jubber 2007 and Wester 2004). Verwoerd’s Sociology was different, influenced by 
American Sociology, Verwoerd pursued empirical sociology believing that Sociology needs to 
provide practical solutions to social problems i.e., the poor white problem (Sooryamoorthy 2016). 
His functionalist positivist influence made his scholarship to be empiricist. Sociology in South 
Africa is different from many countries. One of its distinctive features was its relationship with 
apartheid. This is why Schutte (2007) and Pavlich (2014) concede that any examination of the 
development of Sociology in South Africa should take into account its relationship with apartheid 
and the divisions between sociologies  
 
2.3. The developments and divisions of Sociology under apartheid 
 
The history of Sociology dates back to the 20th century. During this time, it has contributed to 
knowledge about this society and the oppression of the black majority (Groenewald 1989). The 
fundamental aim of the apartheid regime was to impose white supremacy and divide South Africa 
along racial lines. Sooryamoorthy (2016) noted that South Africa was never free from this 
division. This is something that is vocalised by Sociologists in South Africa. Jubber (2007) and 
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Uys (2004) noted that the history of Sociology yielded racial divisions and conflicts to the very 
society it attempted to study. Shortly after the National Party (NP) won the national elections in 
1948, South Africa was racialised and Sociology produced supporters and adversaries of 
apartheid (Sooryamoorthy 2016). Among supporters of apartheid were the pioneers of South 
African Sociology notably Professors Hendrick Verwoerd from Stellenbosch University (Ally, 
Mooney and Stewart 2003, Uys 2004 and Webster 2004), Jan De Wet Keyter, from the Orange 
Free State University, Geoffrey Cronje and Nic J. Rhoodie from University of Pretoria (Soorya 
Moorthy 2016).  
For Sooryamoorthy (2016:30), “these sociologists deliberately used sociology as the scientific 
basis to bolster apartheid theory and policies”. That is, they shaped Sociology to speak to the 
apartheid racist narrative. Sooryamoorthy (2016) noted that Verwoerd understood Sociology as 
an applied science, a science to deal with the poor white problem. Sociology was never to deal 
or address issues of black people because its pioneers where not only white, but their ideological 
standpoints reflected their racist ideologies. Therefore, though Sociology has been evident since 
the 20th century, its growth has largely been due to its proximity to apartheid (Taylor 1989). It 
was in its early years a servant of the state and used for the apartheid social engineering 
(Sooryamoorthy 2016). The idea of apartheid as articulated by its pioneers namely, Geoffrey 
Cronje, who JN Coetzee noted was the ‘mind of apartheid’ (Coetzee 1991), Verwoerd and 
Werner Eiselen were popularised by many Afrikaans speaking scholars (Jubber 2007).  
Cronje is believed to be the ‘mind of apartheid’ because his work made apartheid a reality as his 
ideas were popularised among apartheid thinkers; DF Malan, EG Jansen and C Moulder (Jubber 
2007). The idea of apartheid was endorsed by scholars in what is today known as Historically 
Afrikaner Universities (HAU) notably Rand Afrikaans University (RAU) now UJ, the University of 
Free State (UFS) and UP together with several government research bodies (Jubber 2007). 
However, Sooryamoorthy (2016) noted that not all Afrikaans speaking scholars endorsed 
apartheid. He noted that Afrikaans Sociologists such as Frederick van Zyl Slabbert and Hendrick 
W van der Merwe were against apartheid. 
Almost immediately in 1959, the apartheid government adopted the Extension of Universities 
Act of 1959 whose fundamental aim was to racialise higher education (Jubber 2007). The 
government succeeded because black students were not allowed to attend HAUs. Therefore, 
through this act Ally et al. (2003:71) noted that apartheid “perfected a bureaucratic tradition of 
centralising the work of the university-based social scientific community by appointing mainly 
sociologists…[to] organize and administer state-funded research structures”. It is in this view 
that, Alexandra, Basson and Makhura (2006) asserted that “in its early years, Sociology was 
used for policy”. In a phrase popular to South Africa today, this implies that these Sociologists 
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were ‘captured’ and working for the state. Their work needed to justify and sustain the status 
quo. Like anthropologists of the colonial era who, according to Magubane (1971:420) believed 
“in the rightness of white conquest of the African”, these Sociologists normalised the idea that it 
was apartheid’s right to conquer black South Africans.  
HAU Sociologists’ endorsement of the apartheid policy divided the discipline because those in 
Historically English Universities (HEU) notably University of Cape Town (UCT), University of the 
Witwatersrand (Wits), Rhodes University and those in Historically Black Universities (HBU) like 
Fort-Hare, University of Natal, now University of KwaZulu-Natal (UKZN) and University of the 
North, now University of Limpopo (UL) did not endorse Sociology’s proximity to apartheid 
(Jubber 2007 and Webster 2004). The result was the creation of conservative Sociology in HAUs 
and liberal Sociology in HEUs and HBUs. Difference in Sociology meant that each Sociology 
had its own theoretical and methodological preferences. Afrikaans conservative Sociology in 
HAUs gave prominence to structural functionalist scholars in Emile Durkheim, Talcott-Parsons 
and liberal Sociology in HEUs and HBUs gave prominence to neo-Marxist scholars such as 
Antonio Gramsci and Louis Althusser (Taylor 1989, Jubber 2007 and Sooryamoorthy 2016). 
Sociological teaching and research in HEUs was concerned with social welfare and political 
problems related to the racialised policies of the government (Ally et al. 2003).  
These Sociologies had different intensions; conservative Sociology was to maintain apartheid 
while liberal Sociology was to critically challenge it and expose its flaws. However, this was not 
always the case as we might recall from what became known as ‘the Mafeje affair’ at UCT in 
1968 where Archie Mafeje was denied the opportunity to teach as he was black (Hendricks 2008, 
Ntsebeza 2014 and Nyoka 2017, 2019b). Archie Mafeje (1936-2007), was a black South African 
intellectual and revolutionary thinker. He is to (South) Africa what Marx is to Europe. He was one 
of the few people who despite the racialisation of the university in the 1950s and 1960s who was 
allowed to study at UCT (Nyoka 2019b). UCT masqueraded as ‘liberal’, because like other 
HAUs, UCT was loyal to apartheid. To show solidarity with protests at UCT, Wits students 
protested during the Mafeje affair on the 20th of August 1968 noting that “De Klerk is White but 
Mafeje is Educated” (Hendricks 2008:423).  
The De Klerk that Hendricks (2008) refers to is F.W De Klerk, the apartheid political leader who 
served as the president from 1989 to 1994 and vice president of the Republic of South Africa 
from 1994 to 1996. The issue was that De Klerk wrote to UCT ordering UCT to withdraw Mafeje’s 
application (Hendricks 2008). According to Nyoka (2019b:2), though Mafeje was awarded the 
job on merit, he could not take the job because “the apartheid government said a black man 
could not teach at a white university”. After being denied recognition in his country, Mafeje moved 
to Egypt where he taught Sociology in the 1970s at the American Cairo University.  
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2.4. Divisions in sociological associations  
 
The divisions in Sociology intensified in the 1970s because each of these Sociologies wanted to 
abuse this as a forum that would provide a platform to publish in their own language (Jubber 
2007). Jubber (2007) further argued that this resulted in the establishment of a white only 
Association for Sociology in Southern Africa (ASSA) and the Suid-Afrikaanse Sosiologie 
Vereniging (SASOV). ASSA and SASOV drew members from HEUs and HAUs respectively 
(Van der Merwe 1983). According to Jubber (2007:533) “in 1970, the association for Sociology 
launched its official journal and South Africa’s first sociological journal under the bilingual title 
Die Suid-Afrikaans Tydskrif vir Sosiologie/The South African Journal of Sociology (SATS/SAJS). 
This first sociological journal accepted and published in multiple languages notably, Afrikaans, 
English and Dutch (Jubber 2007). Jubber (2007) also noted that peer-reviewed articles of ASSA 
members who did not want to publish in SATS/SAJS, for beliefs that it was conservative and a 
whites-only association, published in what became known as the Social Science Journal which 
was launched by Paul Hare at UCT in 1975.  
Over and above this, Jubber (2007) outlined that in 1977 SASOV dropped its racial clause as a 
result of the political struggles against apartheid that peaked at the time. Though the loosening 
of the racial clause grip did not immediately unite the two associations, it all the same laid the 
basis for unity (Sooryamoorthy 2016). The two associations started showing signs of 
collaborating owing to the intensification of the struggle for liberation in the late 1980s and early 
1990s in the country (Jubber 2007). In 1988, ASSA launched its official journal, the South African 
Sociological Review (SASR) whose editor was Wilmot James (Jubber 2007). Therefore, the 
transition to democracy was as beneficial for Sociology as it was in the country in that it evened 
up the relations between the two associations. As a result, a single sociological association, the 
South African Sociological Association (SASA) was formed in 1992 (Jubber 2007 and Uys 2004). 
SASA inherited both SATS/SAJS and SASR until a decision was taken to cease these journals 
at SASA’s Annual General Meeting in 1995. The official SASA journal was renamed in 2005 to 
South African Review of Sociology (SARS).  
Regardless of the kind of Sociology that was taught in HBUs, HAUs and HEUs one thing became 
clear; that Sociology has always been involved in writing and rewriting this country’s history. The 
apartheid leadership used Sociology for their own selfish reasons to respond to the political 
context of the day. They used Sociology to promote their racist agenda. They were able to do 
this because they realised that the discipline is flexible and can be used to respond or advance 
the needs of the day. The apartheid leadership was deliberate, thus, if Sociologists in the modern 
era are deliberate, they too can contextualise the discipline and use it to respond to the current 
political context. The current political context that Sociology needs to respond to is, 
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decolonisation. This is because decolonial scholars want Sociology to be relevant to the needs 
of the learners. If apartheid Sociologists were able to make the discipline speak to the politics of 
the time, so can current Sociologists.  
2.5. Sociology in the democratic era 
 
 
The linearity history of sociology above shows that apartheid Sociologists were detached from 
the society in which they reside. It seemed they procured their method of sociological inquiry 
from the North. These features according to Sooryamoorthy (2016) are evident even today. On 
his authority, Sooryamoorthy claims that from its curriculum to its methodology, the post-
apartheid Sociology, as a discipline is largely dominated by men and white folks. Analogous to 
the apartheid era, Sociology remains racialised and gendered to this day. Main sociological 
theorists are men who, in most cases happen to be white. Rarely would one encounter the black 
African scholars taught or spotlighted as main theorists in the discipline. They are ill considered 
and taught without real interest, if they are taught (Mangcu 2016). Thus, Sociology teaches 
students an alien curriculum which force them to assume identities which are alien from their 
culture (Mangcu 2016).  
 
Sooryamoorthy (2016) gave a more adequate ground for transformation in higher education. He 
declares that the transition to democracy necessitated the merger of higher education in order 
to address the past divisions. It was of paramount importance for this to happen, particularly 
since disciplines like Sociology were racialised and needed to be independent of apartheid 
tenets. However, this had its own challenges. The resource inequalities between HEUs, HAUs 
and HBUs owing to the apartheid discrepancies, made the amalgamation difficult. Unlike HEUs 
and HAUs, HBUs were poorly resourced and did not have infrastructure as the other bodies. 
According to Sooryamoorthy (2016) this resulted in the closure of some Sociology departments 
in a number of universities. This is a fact that Adesina (2006) affirmed when he argued that the 
closure of Sociology departments were necessary under democracy.  
 
Sooryamoorthy’s (2016) analyses of the trajectory of Sociology from 1995-2012 indicated that 
the discipline changed significantly in these years. For example, with respect to research 
methodology, post-apartheid Sociology tends to favour qualitative methods than quantitative 
methods because Sociology had in the past been unable to attract enough Sociologists skilled 
in quantitative research methods (Sooryamoorthy 2016). Similarly, in the past HAUs leaned 
towards quantitative methods while HEUs fancied the qualitative methods (Sooryamoorthy, 
2016). Sooryamoorthy (2016) went on the argue that the difference methodology was informed 
by these universities’ historical epistemological and teaching leanings. Therefore, though 
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Sooryamoorthy’s analysis revealed the re-organisation of the discipline between 1995-2012, 
such an endeavour did not equalise the historical differences of HAUs and HEUs. Having 
positioned Sociology in colonialism, apartheid and post-apartheid era, Sooryamoorthy (2016) 
argued that Sociology has, in South Africa succeeded to advance the racist apartheid narrative 
and is yet to be Africanised.  
 
Therefore, Magubane (2000) was correct then to write that South African Sociology is in crisis.  
For Magubane, Sociology was in crisis at fronts. This suggested that the curriculum and the 
methodology of Sociology are not reflective of their location. In other words, the curriculum and 
methodology of sociological inquiry derives from Europe and not Africa. Therefore, it comes as 
no surprise that post-apartheid Sociology commemorate colonialism and apartheid. For 
example, most of contemporary sociological writings of the post-apartheid era are rooted in 
Eurocentric epistemologies and a lot of literature that speaks to this (see Mafeje 1997, Adesina 
2002; 2005; 2006; 2008, Oloyede 2002; 2006, Alatas 2003, 2000 and Nyoka 2012; 2013; 2019a; 
2019b). Khoury and Khoury (2013) bolster this assertion and note that Western epistemological 
and ontological leaning of Sociology as science in South Africa has made the discipline narrow 
and insensitive to the views of the ‘other’..  
 
Nyoka (2012b; 2013) and Adesina (2002; 2006) argued that Sociology is rigid and imposing the 
views of the West on African minds. In his analysis of the state of post-apartheid Sociology, 
Nyoka (2012b) wrote in his MA thesis that during his undergraduate and Honours years, most 
of the modules he enrolled for were written by European scholars. As a result, he ended up 
knowing more about Western scholars than he did about African scholars. For Nyoka, the 
curriculum was designed in way that was totalising in that the readings appeared to have no 
context and that they were applicable to all societies. Nyoka wrote that Sociology appeared to 
have neglected African scholars, the likes of Bernard Magubane and Archie Mafeje. This is a 
critique that he also holds to this day (see Nyoka 2019a; 2019b). He wrote in these articles that 
there needs to be a deliberate transformation of Sociology so that people like Magubane and 
Mafeje are be studied as main theorists like Marx and Durkheim are. He noted that after the 
FeesMustFall, Magubane and Mafeje should have been brought to the fore because their 
writings speak to the issues that students were challenging. 
 
Adesina (2002) submitted that it is not only in South Africa but also in the entire continent that 
Sociology suffers from what he calls received theory. For him Sociologists do not theorise from 
the position of their location, they export theory from the West and silence local experiences. He 
went on to assert that in cases where they are not silenced, they are interpreted wrongly since 
they are studied with the wrong methodology. Zeleza (2006) advanced the same argument by 
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observing that the tendency to translate African knowledges into Western terms makes Africans 
lose their originality. Sociology does the same especially with its reliance on classical theories 
of Sociology and a postulation that these are ‘building blocks’ of the discipline (Adesina 2002).  
Adesina found this epistemological leaning problematic because in his view “all knowledge is 
first local” (2008:135). That is, each knowledge, before anything else, speaks to its immediate 
location. Adesina (2008) made reference to Michel Foucault in order to elucidate his position. 
He noted that the relevance of Foucault in sociological literature today emanate from Foucault’s 
unique ability to produce knowledge that explained the conditions of his society. Sociology’s 
dependence on western theories means that the discipline explains western societies in Africa.    
Sociology’s tendency to lean towards foreign knowledge means that the discipline glorifies 
foreign cultures. Regardless, Adesina (2006) called for the African Sociology. This, according to 
Adesina, is a Sociology that put in its centre African cultures, knowledges and histories. By 
African Sociology, this scholar advocated for Sociology to transform as a discipline because: 
…a pedagogy that privileges one spatial zone in the globe as the source of knowledge 
production not only fails in the task of adequately educating our students; it creates 
schizophrenia in the majority of them – especially those whose progenitors do not derive 
from Europe or those who find no value in an imperial legacy. It reproduces a form of 
erasure, in which the non-western collective memories that students bring to the 
university are declared as non-knowledge (Adesina 2006:145). 
Sociology needs to account for all bodies of knowledges and diverse cultures that students bring 
to the university even those outside the Western discourse. It must create an arena where 
subjugated knowledges flourish by addressing racial inequalities in knowledge. Sociology, 
therefore, needs to rebel against alterity and chase after endogeneity and theorise to the idea of 
scholarship from within (Mafeje 1984;1997 and Adesina 2008).  
Irrespective of criticisms levelled against Sociology, some scholars hold firm views that 
Sociology has been refined in South Africa in since the new dispensation. For example, scholars 
such as Mapadimeng (2012), Hendricks (2006) and Oloyede (2006) concede that Sociology may 
have been on a slippery slope under apartheid, but it has climbed up in the past years.  Oloyede 
(2006) maintained that the success of a field of study should not be connected with any particular 
point in history when one perspective is dominant because when that particular view declines, 
that would be misconstrued as the decline of the discipline. However, it remains unclear what 
kind of Sociology is being advanced today.  
It is therefore, my argument that the Sociology that is propagated today is not addressing social 
issues. The students and scholars would have long rested the debates on curriculum 
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decolonisation if that was the case. Scholars such as Xolela Mangcu (2016) and Ari Sitas (2014) 
have indicated in their recent writings that Sociology needs to be decolonised. For Sitas (2014), 
the promise of Sociology in Africa was to free African scholarship from the confines of 
colonialism. It was to go beyond the apartheid norm, address the inequalities of the past and 
give Africans a voice of reason to challenge colonial connotations of Africa and her way of life 
(Sitas 2014). Mangcu (2016) observed that the claim that Sociology is changing is far-fetched 
more especially since Sociology is yet to be freed from the alienating knowledges of the West.  
It is important to highlight that Mangcu (2016) was critical of Northern scholarship and how white 
scholars treat black scholarship in their curriculum. According to him, black people have never 
been part of the conversation of Sociology scholarship. He went on to assert that the 
conversation has always been between white academics. For him, Sociology remains dominated 
by white academics and scholarship from the North. It is my contention that Mangcu (2016) is 
not just debating decolonisation but doing it. He has in the past four years been rewriting his 
curriculum and has introduced the writings of Biko and Sobukwe in his courses with a belief that 
these scholars best describe the realities of his students than Marx and Weber. He postulated 
that the student results rose steeply, indicating that students relate to what they read more when 
they read about their context and people they can relate to.  Mangcu showed that until there is 
a deliberate rejection of the curriculum, Sociology will remain a foreign discipline and continue 
teaching students a curriculum that does not account for the histories of its students. Just as 
Sitas’ (2006) submission, local experiences remain the ‘other’, ‘undeveloped’ and therefore 
‘backward’.  
Thus, from Burawoy’s (2004) typology of Sociology, it is my contention that the Sociology that is 
promoted today is professional Sociology. Sociologists are fixated with doing more research not 
for research’s sake but to social statuses and to climb up the corporate ladder. They do this 
because they are in universities which are themselves fixated with the global ranking systems 
instead of localised knowledge. Because of the epistemological and methodological standpoints 
that Sociologists employ in their research, Sociologists are unable to pursue knowledge that 
speak to their realities. Having cited the writings of scholars such as; Mafeje, Magubane, 
Adesina, Nyoka, Hendricks and Jubber, it is clear that the discipline of Sociology is Westernised. 
Sociologists rely more on the Global North for theory than they do on the Global South. It is only 
through decolonisation of curriculum that Sociology will be in a position to produce knowledge 
that is relevant to its location.  
2.6. Conclusion   
This chapter gave a brief background of Sociology in South Africa. It located Sociology in two 
periods; apartheid and democracy. This chapter established that the growth of Sociology was 
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due to its allegiance to the state. This means that Sociology was used to further the interests of 
the state where it was divided along racial and language lines in universities. On the one hand, 
Sociology that was pursued in HAUs was conservative and sympathetic to apartheid. On the 
other hand, HEUs perspective was liberal and against apartheid. It is this approach that gave 
prominence to neo-Marxist scholarship. This chapter has also established that these divisions 
intensified in the 1960s and led to the creation of two separate sociological associations in the 
1970s which were subsequently dissolved in the 1990s to form a non-racial sociological 
association, SASA in 1992. In addition, this chapter detailed the problems of post-apartheid 
Sociology, mainly that Sociology is dependent on the North and therefore needs to be 
decolonised. In the presiding chapter, I interrogate the idea of an African university closely and 
the notion of decolonisation. I draw from early proposals for the establishments of the African 
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CHAPTER 3: DECOLONISING POST-APARTHEID UNIVERSITIES 
 
  
3.1. Introduction  
 
From colonialism to the post-colonial era, the concern has been and still is that universities in 
Africa are detached from the realities of the societies from which they operate. Simply put, 
universities are ‘ivory towers’ devoted to replicate European and North American universities. 
Therefore, the current debates on the amendment of curriculum and transformation in South 
African universities under the new dispensation is not a new phenomenon. The ideological 
contestation over remoulding African universities to be relevant to the ideas of African learners 
have been there from time immemorial. The aim of this literature review was to historicise the 
idea of an African university. This chapter examined the early proposals of the African university 
and delved into the current debates on Africanisation and decolonisation of the curriculum. 
Furthermore, it explored the FeesMustFall curriculum demands. The final section explained 
decoloniality and how Michel Foucault’s theorisation of knowledge, truth and power were used 
to unpack Sociology’s response to FMF demands for decolonisation.  
 
3.2. Early proposals of the African university  
 
The notion of an African university has been a subject of major debate in Africa since the advent 
of western education in the continent. African scholars postulated about the concept of an African 
university even at the time when the colonial powers were dominant. Those who led these 
debates include James Africanus Beale Horton (1835-1883), Edward Wilmot Blyden (1832-
1912) and Joseph E Casley Hayford (1866-1930) (Ashby 1964). From the 1870s, Horton, Blyden 
and Hayford debated the direction for an African university. Horton was Sierra Leonean medical 
surgeon who trained in Britain and whose experience in military deployment in West Africa 
sparked an interest in African politics1. His politics were somewhat conflicting. For instance, he 
challenged the idea that Africans were inferior while at the same time he remained loyal to the 
British by proposing that Africa had to develop in accordance to British principles2. His loyalty to 
the British was evident in his education proposal because his scheme for higher education 
involved introducing an ‘undiluted’ Western education to Africa because he believed that there 
was no place for African knowledge systems and history in the university (Ashby 1964). Given 
that Horton’s politics challenged the ideals of racial inferiority and advocated for African self-
reliant, it is however alarming to learn that he believed in a universalising education closely 
 
1 Beverton A. 2009. James Africanus Beale Horton (1835-1883). Retrieved from 
https://www.blackpast.org/global-african-history/horton-james-africanus-beale-1835-1883/ (Accessed 
date: 31 March 2020) 
2 Ibid.   
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intertwined to the ‘civilisation mission designed to refine the backward and retarded African’ like 
Mamdani (2016) noted earlier. Rather than acknowledging that knowledge is pluriverse, he 
believed in the hierarchies of knowledge and the viewpoint that knowledge and education is 
Western. His proposal for higher education was colonising at best since it hoped to produce an 
‘undiluted’ Western scholar who exists beyond context. 
 
In 1872 Blyden proposed a new direction to the question of an ‘African university’ (Ashby 1964). 
His proposal was more personal than Horton’s. Blyden is known to many as the father of pan-
Africanism. He was born in Saint Thomas (U.S. Virgin Islands) and after being refused admission 
to study at Rutgers Theological College because of his race, he immigrated to Liberia in 1850 
where he began challenging ideas of European superiority that were normalised in many parts 
of the world3. For Blyden, Africa was dominated by universities that were imitations of those in 
Europe and North America because he imagined a liberatory education that would free the 
university from “the grip of despotic Europeanising influences which had warped and crushed 
the Negro mind” (Ashby 1964:13). Blyden was perturbed with African universities’ over reliance 
on Western literature because he envisioned an education that would aspire and restore self-
respect among Africans (Ashby 1964). Unlike Horton, Blyden was eager to being back 
indigenous knowledge systems into the curriculum because he believed that indigenous 
knowledge systems had a place in higher education. 
 
Blyden firmly believed that it was absolutely necessary for higher education in Africa to ditch the 
study of Western civilisations. In essence, Blyden made a strong case for ‘uncontaminated 
sources of knowledge’, which in his understanding comprised of the Greek and Latin literature 
(Ashby 1964). Promotion of these literary texts, according to Blyden would equip Africans, 
regardless of their race, with necessary skills and knowledge to develop their continent (Ashby 
1964). The defining feature for his scheme of higher education was a program of study that 
absorbed African languages, traditions, songs and ‘African Christianity’ (Ashby 1964). However, 
on close scrutiny Blyden’s submission for higher education was not free from defects. Parallel to 
his detractors, his proposition appeared to hierarchise knowledge. For example, his elevation of 
Greek and Latin literature is at the expense of indigenous literature, even though he espoused 
for the connection of African knowledge to higher education. Another case to prove my argument 
is that although he ‘divorced’ himself from Horton’s proposal to put in place an undiluted Western 
mode of education on the African soil, he seemed to believe that African texts were not in the 
same league as those of Greek and Latin descent.  
 
3 Blyden R. 2007. Edward Wilmot Blyden (1832-1912). Retrieved from 
https://www.blackpast.org/global-african-history/edward-wilmot-blyden-1832-1912/  (Accessed 
date: 31 March 2020)   




On the other hand, Hayford took a more traditional approach and called for an indigenous 
university. His proposal reflected his politics. Hayford was born in Ghana (1866-1930), he trained 
in England as a lawyer. Not much is known of his law career. What is known is that he was 
directly involved in the colonial struggle in Ghana and co-founded the National Congress of 
British West Africa (NCBWA), a political movement in Ghana that worked towards African 
liberation in 19204. Hayford’s involvement in the politics of liberation in his country of birth 
precipitated him to advocate for an African university. He describes such a university as an 
institution where teaching and research would be in indigenous languages and European texts 
would be translated from foreign to indigenous languages (Ashby 1964). Even though Hayford 
spelled out completely what an African university should teach, he cautioned against it following 
European universities as a model. While Hayford’s propositions sound plausible, I do not believe 
that they present excellent theoretical paradigm for an African university. Similar to Horton, 
Hayford gives credence to the false belief that the West is a site of theory and a point of 
reference. Translating books from European languages into local languages would not make 
Africa self-reliant. By contrast, it will heighten Africa’s dependency on Europe, and bolster the ill-
informed assumption that Africa cannot theorise.  
 
It is important to note that at the time the African three scholars made these proposals, 
Anglophone countries were under the British indirect rule system (Ashby 1964). This system 
maintained control of her colonies by giving power to the chiefs. As such, the chiefs saw these 
proposals as a threat to their power Ashby (1964) asserted that.  as a consequence, there was 
no consensus about the idea of an ‘African university’ and the British colonisers spurned the 
three scholars’ (Horton, Blyden, Hayford) suggestions of an African university. However, these 
proposals were so similar so much so that had one of them been accepted, the so-called ‘African 
university’ would be a European university in Africa. It is my contention that these three scholars’ 
proposals fell short of decentralising knowledge. Fundamentally, they failed to challenge the 
colonial norm, the norm that propounds that colonial Europe is superior and colonies are inferior.  
Having interrogated the proposals of the colonial era vis-à-vis an African university, it is important 
now to delve into the 1960s proposals. One would not consider the 1960s proposals without 
inspecting the roles of Kwame Nkrumah and Julius Nyerere, who led the debates about an 




4 Rodgers B. 2009. Joseph Ephraim Casley Hayford. Retrieved from https://www.blackpast.org/global-
african-history/hayford-joseph-ephraim-casely-1866-1930/  (Accessed date: 31 March 2020). 
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3.3. The African university: from Nkrumah and Nyerere 
 
The 1960s were a delicate period in African politics. This period became known as the nation 
building period. This means that it was a period that African nations begun gaining political 
independence (Mohiddin 1999). This period culminated in independent African states 
consolidating their powers and intensifying their fights against white supremacy and colonial 
ideologies, which prevailed even after independence (Talton 2012). Therefore, these liberated 
Africans focused their energies at jettisoning colonial ideologies and engaged in nation building 
efforts. It was during this time that the iconic Addis Ababa conference was held and speakers 
such as Nkrumah called for the African Unity. According to Nkrumah (1964) the African political 
independence was incomplete without unity. In his iconic postulation, Nkrumah sought the 
government of national unity where Africa has one president, one army, one bank and one 
currency. The propagation of Nkrumah’s ideas spelled a period of political conscientisation for 
the continent. The main discourse at the time became taking back Africa from the colonial empire 
so as to make Africa for Africans. This implied giving political and military assistance to other 
colonised African countries to free themselves from their colonial master. It was this political and 
social background that set in motion the pedagogical and epistemological inclination of 
Nkrumah’s and Nyerere’s ideals of an African University.  
 
At this moment it is important to sketch the political, cultural and social milieu of the two 
exponents an African university. Kwame Nkrumah came to power in Ghana through the 
Convention of People’s Party (CPP) in 1957 (Allman 2013). Almost immediately in 1958 
Nkrumah was formally appointed as the head of state. He understood that rebuilding his native 
country was not only limited to formal politics but also to the establishment of universities. 
Nkrumah was aware that colonialism had for centuries intellectually marginalised Africans and 
denied them the pleasure of writing their own stories. For him, independence meant addressing 
this anomaly (Allman 2013). Nkrumah had always been vocal of an African university long before 
he became a head of state. Like I indicated earlier on, an African University, according to 
Nkrumah was supposed to be cognisant of African traditions, cultures and developed outside 
Western imperialism (Ashby 1964).  In Nkrumah’s mind, an African University was expected to 
promote African norms and values and refute racists assertions that Africa is inferior and 
backward. Speaking at the Akuafo Hall of Residence in 1956, Nkrumah put forward that “we 
must in the development of our university bear in mind that once it had been planted in African 
soil it must take root amidst African traditions and cultures” (Ashby 1964:61). From this we can 
deduce that Nkrumah was petitioning for an African university that was not only African in its 
name but also in practice.  
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Consistent to what he advocated for before he became the President, Nkrumah remained true 
to his ideals. Speaking at the University of Ghana’s Institute of African Studies in 1963, he 
underscored the need for Africans to tell their stories, arguing for a need for Africans to re-
interpret their past (Allman 2013).  In essence Nkrumah was trumpeting a political principle for 
Africans to dispose of what colonialism indoctrinated them about themselves and be masters of 
their own narrative. In the same speech, he also critiqued the nature of African studies in many 
Western universities. This is what he said:  
 
We have to [also] recognise frankly that African Studies, in the form in which they have 
been developed in the universities and centres of learning in the West have been largely 
influenced by the concepts of old style "colonial studies," and … to some extent remain 
under the shadow of colonial ideologies and mentality (Allman 2013:183).  
 
Nkrumah envisioned an institute that exists beyond the shadow of colonial ideas, one that 
centres its teaching and research on African history, and diverse indigenous languages and 
cultures. By calling for the need to re-interpret our past, Nkrumah recognised that much of 
Africa’s history is about Africa and not for Africa. Simply put, it is a single account of history 
where the point of reference is colonial Europe. Since the epistemologies that inform these 
stories have been those of Europe, such stories have discarded anything that cannot be 
explained outside the European a logic. Therefore, for Nkrumah, an African university is one that 
frees African literature from the grip of racist epistemologies of the North. It is important to 
highlight that Nkrumah strongly critiqued the colonial Europe reference of the so-called African 
studies in European universities when in actuality they are European studies in Africa. This is 
because, he argued that Europe came with its own narrative and every African story must be 
made to fit that broader colonising narrative (Allman 2013).    
 
The hallmark of an African university is, according to Nkrumah an institute that studies the entire 
African continent as opposed to an institution in Africa that studies only its country (Allman 2013). 
By so doing, the institute, Nkrumah noted, would be able to produce what he called the African 
genius. Nkrumah defines an African genius as an exceptional intellectual not with respect to 
intelligence only, but an African who can defend Africa’s traditions, code of morals and hospitality 
(Allman 2013). He understood that it is these traditions that make Africans remain true to their 
Africanism and uniqueness. For instance, he understood that it is only through a higher 
education that speaks to African realities that Africans can truly challenge colonialism and build 
an African intellectualism that takes Africa not as a geographical location but as a place where 
methodology and epistemology resides. Nyerere was as vocal as Nkrumah when it came to the 
idea of an African university.   




Julius Nyerere came to power in Tanzania through the Tanganyika Africa National Union (TANU) 
in 1961 (Bjerk 2015 and Chacha 2003). Nyerere tasked himself with reimagining how an ‘African 
university’ should be and he made this clear in his inauguration as the Chancellor of the 
University of East Africa in 1963. He argued that “the university takes an active part in the social 
revolution we are engineering” (Ndlovu-Gatsheni 2016:11). By “social revolution we are 
engineering,” Nyerere was referring to his ideas of African socialism or Ujamaa. Known to his 
native countrymen as Mwalimu (Swahili for teacher) or Baba wa Taifa (Swahili for father of the 
nation), Nyerere considered the university as the product of society. In his mind, the university 
was the central pillar of a new dawn because it played a pivotal role in the restructuring of the 
cultural norm. For the reason that Nyerere believed there was a relationship between the 
university and the society (Chacha 2003), he conceived a university that is in service to the 
society, in particularly, a university that advanced African ideas. To this end, he linked the 
concept of Ujamaa, which occasioned freeing Tanzania from colonial views of development, with 
the university. 
 
Unlike Nkrumah, Mwalimu Nyerere took the idea of the university from a conceptual level and 
refocused it to the people. While Nkrumah only spoke of the university on an abstract level, 
Nyerere took a more naturalistic approach where he also addressed the language of the 
university. He disregarded the use of foreign languages and prioritised the use of mother tongue 
in academic institutions and public spaces. Wa Thiong’o (1987) echoed Nyerere’s sentiments 
when he asserted that the overreliance on Western worldviews is problematic for Africans 
because Western worldviews carry foreign cultures that are detrimental for the development of 
Africa (Chacha 2003). For Wa Thiong’o, indigenous knowledges in African universities must be 
held in high regard because they have the potential to unify Africa beyond colonial boarders 
(Chacha 2003).  
 
It is important to highlight at this point that Mwalimu’s commitment to indigenous knowledges 
became more pronounced when he moved away from the classical Western socialism and 
espoused the concept of African socialism. On account of adopting African socialism, Mwalimu 
illustrated that no ideology is universal, and that any ideology would be beneficial if it meets the 
historical realities out of which it emerges. Core to Nyerere’s proposal of the African university 
was the notion of locality because for him the university emanated from the society. He believed 
that as a product of the society, the university needs to be in service to its society. Mwalimu was 
convinced that to solve the problems of the university, we need to first solve of the problems of 
the society because the problems of the university are a manifestation of social ills. We debate 
today decolonisation of the university whilst we should debate decolonisation of the society. 




As a president, Nyerere created a conducive environment for left-wing intellectualism to thrive. 
The University of Dar es Salaam, for example became a portent space to advance left-wing 
politics not only in the continent but throughout the diaspora (Talton 2012). This, coupled with 
Ujamaa, is what, according to Talton (2012) attracted students and lecturers from all walks of 
life and is what made the University of Dar es Salaam institution of great renown. The success 
of Nyerere’s model of higher education is evidence enough that an African university has 
potential to yield to great results for the continent. South Africa can benefit immensely from 
Nyerere’s lessons if it is to set in motion decolonial education. Even though the times have 
changed since Nyerere’s era, there is so much that South Africans, and by extension the 
continent, can learn from Nyerere’s teachings. An education system that advances African 
indigenous knowledge is the bedrock of Africa’s development.   
 
In concluding this section, it is important to underscore that Nkrumah and Nyerere were both 
concerned with social responsibilities of universities to an extent that they found it necessary to 
align higher education with the broader African nationalism agenda. Like Blyden, Nkrumah 
envisioned a university that is African both in character and focus. This type of university 
produces a ‘distinctly’ African personality, a university by Africans and for Africans. By advancing 
for universities to align themselves with the African nationalism agenda meant that Nkrumah and 
Mwalimu Nyerere were in a quest to unchain the minds of the African masses from colonial 
mentality by promoting the Pan-African agenda. The next section of this review examines the 
post-colonial scholars’ critiques of African universities. 
 
3.4. The curriculum of the post-colonial university  
 
The most logical point to start this section is to interrogate the concept of a ‘post-colonial’ scholar. 
What really is a post-colonial scholar?  Are post-colonial scholars referred to as such because 
they theorise in the post-colonial period? Mamdani (1993a) argued that there is nothing ‘post-
colonial’ about post-colonial African universities. According to him, they remain 
uncompromisingly foreign. Mamdani (1993a) went on to argue that universities have done little 
to maintain their relevance to their communities because indigenous languages are still silenced, 
and rarely will one find university scholars, including students writing in their native language. 
Wa Thiong’o (1987) took this argument further and asserted that these universities define 
themselves in foreign standards so much so that writing and teaching in ‘post-colonial’ 
universities is either in English, French or Portuguese and not in Swahili, IsiZulu, Setswana or 
Sepedi. He further argued that language, like knowledge is hierarchised to an extend that even 
the mottos of these universities are written either in Latin or Greek and not in indigenous 
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languages. It is as though what these mottos seeks to convey cannot articulated in our local 
languages.  
 
Universities have been packaging African realities in foreign languages neglecting to take into 
account that Africa’s global visibility through European languages means Africa’s invisibility in 
local languages (Wa Thiong’o 2005). For Wa Thiong’o (2005) each language, no matter how 
insignificant, carries with it a memory and history of a place. But just as Mamdani (1998) argued, 
African universities are localised entities of dominant regimes of thought based in Europe. 
Colonialism, therefore, reigns supreme and informs the knowledge production and the 
curriculum of the contemporary universities in Africa. Paul Tiyambe Zeleza (2002:2) put it thus: 
 
Since the colonial encounter, the construction of scholarly knowledge about Africa has 
been internationalised…in the sense of it being an activity involving scholars in various 
parts of the world. The scholars who have tended to set the terms of debate and 
discourse in African studies, prescribing much of what is deemed authoritative 
knowledge, framing the methodological and theoretical terrain of the field, and shaping 
the infrastructures of scholarly knowledge production, are Euro-American rather than 
African.  
 
For Zeleza, colonialism has penetrated the moral campus of Africa’s academy. This, according 
to him, is because, Euro-American scholars who have been formulating and framing the 
theoretical terrains of most disciplines in African universities post the colonial era. To this day, 
knowledge production remains the preserve of Western scholars than it being a collaborative 
process with locals. Zeleza’s use of ‘since’ presupposes that this has been the norm from colonial 
Africa. It is a shame that Africans have normalised this norm in spite of the fact that this has 
throughout history always been used to advance the myths of European superiority and also 
promoted its alienating cultures. The absence of African scholars in mapping the theoretical 
terrains has elevated European scholars to the status of experts in African history and 
downgraded Africans to the ranks of mere spectators.  
 
With their inability to contextualise their curriculum, Soyinka (1994) noted that African students 
are taught a curriculum that teaches them to consume their creativity, dignity and their very own 
humanity. Arguing alongside Soyinka, Nyang (1994) recorded that universities’ overdependence 
on European literature means that they are teaching students to value foreign things not because 
of their efficiency, but simply because of their foreignness. Africa is therefore portrayed as a 
place with no history.  This is because African history is seldom taught and in cases where it is 
taught, such history is taught or documented by Europeans. All this describes the depth of 
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colonialism and the way Africans have internalised the false belief that Africans cannot exist 
outside the logics of colonialism. This is the rationale behind Wa Thiong’o and Fanon’s 
assertions of ‘decolonising the minds’ of Africans from the limits of colonial supremacy in order 
for them to recognise that colonialism was a system to meant to exalt Western hegemony at the 
expense of the Africa’s degradation (Mazrui 1993, Magubane, 1968, 1971 and Mafeje 1976, 
1984).  
 
For Mamdani (1993b) universities in post-colonial states proudly produce researchers with little 
capacity to work in their own countries but can move to any institution within the industrialised 
West and serve in any privileged position with competitive ease. Universities produce these 
kinds of researchers because higher education is massified and internationalised. The concern 
is no longer with producing students with capacity to develop their communities but to produce 
globalised students who exist beyond local context as if they are robots (Mamdani (1993b). This 
massification of education has also led to the ‘McDonaldisation’ of higher education. George 
Ritzer (1992) coined the term McDonaldisation implying that as society evolves, every aspect of 
society approximate fast-food restaurants in a sense that it becomes rationalised, timed, 
calculated and predictable. A crucial feature of McDonaldisation is homogeneity. This denotes 
that societies resemble each other, just like a McDonalds burger, which is the same everywhere. 
This also applies to the educational programs of African universities, which take after the 
European syllabus.   
 
In the same light, Mazrui (1993:119) argued that “African universities [are] nurseries for a 
Westernised black intellectual aristocracy”. His assertion implies that African universities have 
become spaces where African students are assimilated to be European. It is alarming to note 
that though the majority of these universities’ intake are students from post-colonial societies as 
Mamdani (1993a) noted, the contents of their curriculum, seek to fundamentally erase every 
trace of these students’ history and imprint a new one. Mamdani believed that African universities 
have failed to decentralise knowledge. According to him, these universities operate within the 
logic that presupposes that knowledge is white, male, Christian and they are oblivious to the fact 
that such logic denounces other knowledges including their own. The result he noted, has led 
African education to lack originality. To explain this, Mamdani (1993a) wrote that throughout 
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The idea that Africans have to write their history was also vocalised by Steve Biko. He wrote 
that: 
We [should not be] too naïve to allow our conquers to write unbiased histories about us 
but we have to destroy the myth that our history start[ed] in 1652, the year [when] Van 
Riebeek landed at the Cape (Biko 2004:70).  
For Biko there was no way that black history that was written by white people would not be 
biased. The only way to abate this bias and for black people to write their stories and take 
ownership of their stories is if they are involved in the production and (de) construction of 
knowledge. This can only happen if knowledge is decolonised. But knowledge is yet to be 
decolonised and African scholars particularly those trained in colonial institutions should 
orchestrate transformation.  
 
No doubt, Fanon warned us against this type of intellectuals when he wrote that the process of 
‘nation-building’ cannot be achieved in the presence of the national bourgeoisie. He believed 
that the national bourgeoisie are detrimental to this project because they have inherited a 
colonialist thought in its entirety and want to establish “a racial philosophy which is extremely 
harmful for the future of Africa” (Fanon 1967:162). Thus, with this analysis Fanon provided 
another lens to help us see that it is not only colonialism that extraverted African studies but also 
those of us who have decided to write our stories in the thoughts and languages of the colonisers. 
When African scholars document African stories in Western traditions, imprinting a Western 
culture on the continent they and render African traditions useless and silence the voices of 
African ancestry. The idea of decentralising epistemology from one location to the other was key 
for the FMF protests.  The following section evaluates the curriculum debates. It interrogates 
proposals put forward by decolonial and Africanist scholars and decides the proposed fate of 
curriculum. 
 
3.5. Decolonial and Afrocentric debates of the curriculum 
 
According to Mbembe (2016), part of what is wrong with the post-colonial universities is the way 
in which their curriculum is organised. As stated earlier on, the curriculum of the post-colonial 
universities is organised in ways that perpetuate and sustain colonialism and apartheid 
(Nyamnjoh 2004). This means that since 1994, universities have only Africanised their personnel 
not their curriculum (Maringe 2017). As far as the curriculum is concerned, universities have 
been struggling to break away from the colonial yoke (Hendricks 2018). Transformation in post-
apartheid universities has merely been cosmetic (Maringe 2017). It has only been a project of 
erasure guided by the removal of whites and replacement of blacks. For Naidoo (2016), 
     
37 
 
transformation in universities has been superficial as it has failed to deal with deep colonial 
structures. These failed attempts to transform the university has led to scholars debating the true 
meaning of transformation. Thus, as far as the curriculum is concerned, two distinctive views 
have been debated, namely; scholars have drawn from a Pan Africanist agenda and its main 
proponents, the osagyefo (the redeemer), Dr Kwame Nkrumah and Mwalimu Nyerere, to argue 
that the curriculum should be Africanised while some took a decolonial route to propose the 
decolonisation of the curriculum. Supporters of Africanisation are Sicherman (2003), Ki-Zerbo 
(2005) and Nkoane (2006). They believe that Africanising the curriculum would ultimately create 
an African university. 
 
It is impressive note that even in his early writings, Nkoane (2006) was already vocal and open 
to the politics of Africanisation. Like Nkrumah, Nkoane believed that Africanising the curriculum 
is important because it would make the university theorise, teach and do research from the 
position of its location. For Nkoane (2006), the curriculum must be Africanised because it is only 
an Africanised curriculum that has potential to unveil the historical and institutional socio-political 
challenges that African universities face. An Africanised curriculum would help universities 
account for the African Renaissance agenda where Africa would be imagined outside 
Eurocentric concepts (Nkoane 2006). An Africanised curriculum would be able to do this 
because for Nkoane (2006:50),  
 
[Africanisation is] an emancipatory Afrocentric education system…that makes African 
people aware of how the various education institutions and practices on African soil which 
defines Eurocentric culture are utilised to control Africans' mind and behaviour and 
prevents them from developing the social skills and produces knowledge necessary for 
them to master their own destiny.  
 
For Nkoane, an Africanised curriculum reveals the epistemological racisms that African people 
are subjected to in universities. It teaches students an African consciousness and that their 
viewpoints are equally important as those of colonial Europe. This type of curriculum teaches 
students a critical emancipatory approach to help Africans solve their problems and develop 
capacities to build their own futures (Nkoane 2002). To Africanise is thus to bring change in 
African universities so that they can draw as they theorise from the African experience and the 
social needs that emanate from this experience (Nkoane 2006).  
 
Africanisation is nothing more than the right to be African (Seepe 1998). It recognises that the 
African experience is not just an experience but an epistemological point of theorising. For 
Sicherman (2003) and Ki-Zerbo (2005), Africanising the curriculum is a national building project. 
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They both noted that the project owes its life to the 1960s when Africa was rebuilt from the ruins 
of colonialism. Africanising the curriculum presupposes the deliberate and complete rejection of 
Western mode of thought, its knowledge and ways of theorising.  The Afrocentrics have argued 
that since Europe, through colonialism discarded and denied Africans agency and the 
opportunity to theorise, in the post-colonial era Africans should reverse this and reject European 
knowledge not because of its inefficiency but because of its location.   
 
Msila and Gumbo (2016) also advocated for the Africanisation of the curriculum with the believe 
that since it is not a project of self-pity rather a radical one, an Africanised curriculum would make 
Africans unlearn what colonialism had imprinted in them and help forge an African identity.  
Afrocentrics believe that since African higher education has been a victim of Western 
epistemological export that constrained education to be a journey filled with exogenously 
induced realities whose mission was to devalue the African dignity, creativity and agency 
(Nyamnjoh 2004), an Africanised curriculum would empower universities to contest the myths of 
European superiority.  
 
Scholars such as Wa Thiong’o (1987, 2005), Ndlovu-Gatsheni (2012, 2015, 2016), Mbembe 
(2015, 2016, 2019), Mamdani (2016, 2017, 2019), Jansen (2019) and La Grange (2016, 2019) 
already lead the debate. These scholars observed in their writings that colonialism did to Africa 
more than Africa can do to Europe. In other words, not only did Europe subjugate Africa but it 
also conquered the African minds and forced Africans to reason from the position of inferiority. 
Mbembe (2015) and Ndlovu-Gatsheni (2016) contended that the Africanisation of the curriculum 
would exacerbate inequalities in knowledge as it would still hierarchise knowledge. An 
Africanised curriculum will make students and lecturers engage with knowledge not as 
knowledge but with reference to the origins of knowledge. Since decolonisation equalises 
knowledge beyond racial categories as per Ndlovu-Gatsheni (2016) postulation, one can assert 
that unlike Africanisation, decolonisation addresses the politics of location more appropriately. 
However, this does not mean that decolonisation does not concern itself with the politics of 
location, it does because Quijano (2007) and Escobar (2007) maintained that the reason we 
have to decolonise is because certain locations have been legitimated and other delegitimated 
to produce knowledge. Decolonisation harmonise the existence of all knowledge irrespective of 
its location (Ndlovu-Gatsheni 2016) Africanisation on one hand is narrow because it wants 
African knowledges to exist in isolation. Its exponents fail to acknowledge that no continent 
should have exclusive control of knowledge.  
 
According to Mbembe (2016), decolonising the curriculum involves a holistic process whose 
objective is to challenge bureaucratic methods of knowing that have hierarchised knowledge and 
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turned the South into mere consumers rather than sites of knowledge production. It is a 
collaborative effort of people of the Global South to challenge modernity as it has taken their 
voice. Therefore, a decolonised curriculum gives the subaltern, to draw from Spivak (1988), a 
voice to speak. It tells them that they can exist in their knowledges, cultures and histories without 
having to validate themselves. This is because such a curriculum would acknowledge and 
celebrate diversity recognising that each society is born into a culture, history and knowledge 
system that is ontologically valid (Ndlovu-Gatsheni 2016). However, an Africanised curriculum 
idolises African scholars as they are not subjected to the same critiques as those in the West. It 
supposes that African scholars exist beyond context so much so that if you critique an African 
scholar when you are an African yourself, is as though you have committed a sin, yet the original 
sin is to muzzle knowledge. Jansen (2019) explicated that decolonisation is the coming together 
of all knowledges because African knowledges are not the only ones in the world.  
 
It may appear as if men are the leading scholars of the decolonial school of thought, yet evidence 
suggest that women are key figures in the decolonial debates. The philosophical works of Gayatri 
Spivak (1988; 2016), Raewyn Connell (1997; 2007; 2014; 2018; 2019), Nirmal Puwar (2004), 
Maria Lugones (2010) and Kiran Asher (2017) are cases in point. Therefore, the critique that the 
decolonial school of thought is patriarchal is disingenuous and misinformed. The availability of 
feminist decolonial scholarship demonstrates that decolonial scholarship accounts for all 
knowledge even that of women. For this reason, it comes as no surprise that decolonial and 
feminist studies both challenge the politics of knowledge from the perspective of the oppressed 
to dispose of the view that knowledge is white, male and heterosexual. Connell (2007) best 
explains decoloniality. She referenced the southern theory and submits that the aim of the 
southern theory is to call for the return of southern theories and ways of knowing in order to 
challenge the domineering theories of the North. It critiques the ideas of the centre and argued 
that the idolisation of Max, Weber and Durkheim in mainstream Sociology has resulted to the 
disregard of Sociology from the South. To explain this, Connell (2016) used Sol Plaatje as an 
example and contended that Plaatje is not recognised as a sociological thinker like Marx, yet his 
works can be used to analyse the politics of land, racism, inclusion and exclusion in South Africa.  
 
Decolonising the curriculum also comes with decolonisation of teaching methods. That being the 
case, it defeats purpose to decolonise the curriculum and still teach it in accordance with Western 
ideas. Equally, decolonising the curriculum does not mean putting Biko in the curriculum and 
leaving him there. We need to also decolonise the way we teach Biko. Decolonising the way, we 
teach Biko does not occasion idealising him. Like Weber and Marx, and other sociological 
scholars, he must be subjected to scrutiny so that his scholarship stands not because he is from 
the South but because of merit. With our historical influence, we can never produce ‘distinctively 
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African knowledge’ as argued by the Afrocentrics, but we can decolonise and produce 
knowledge that is relevant to us by putting our communities and their needs at the centre of our 
teaching and research. This is what students campaigned for during the FMF protests. Simply 
put, they were calling for a curriculum that is true to its location and that responds to the problem 
of its location. The next section of this review investigates FeesMustFall curriculum demands.  
 
3.6. FeesMustFall decolonisation demands 
 
Susan Booysen documents the genesis of the FMF protests in her book, ‘Fees Must Fall; Student 
Revolt, Decolonisation and Governance in South Africa’ in 2016.  According to her, the roots of 
the FMF protests began to sprout on the 14th of October 2015 at Wits shortly after government 
announced a 10.5% fee increase for the 2016 academic year. Students did not only problematise 
fee increment during the protests, but they paired the fees increment objections with other 
underlying issues of access, exclusion, affordability, patriarchy and racism (Ndlovu-Gatsheni 
2016). As a result, the protests escalated into a full-scale call for a free, decolonised higher 
education. Fallists scholars in Chikane and Breakey (2015) argued in Booysen (2016:6), that 
FMF protests were “born from the womb of the moral decay the university and their student 
bodies” fell into. This aroused out of the post-apartheid universities’ reluctance to transform. FMF 
students were frustrated with the how universities functioned and the curriculum it taught.    
 
FMF were not the first protests to problematise the university. Students’ protests have always 
been a feature of South African higher education (CHE 2017). Therefore, when students in 2015-
2016 took to the streets to demand decolonisation, that call was not new, students were speaking 
to an already existing phenomenon. Mbembe (2015) launches himself into the discussion that 
the decolonisation protests are not new and remark that these protests have never gone 
smoothly whenever they were called to the fore. He makes reference to June 1976 Soweto 
students uprising to prove his point. School students problematised the issues of language 
during these uprisings and fought for English to be the medium of teaching in schools rather than 
Afrikaans. This goes to say that the South African youth have always been involved in the 
struggle for political and social justice in schools and in universities. Like those in 1976, the 
FeesMustFall students spoke truth to power and challenged the way in which universities were 
racialised. They wanted the universities to know that before they are students, they are human 
beings and their experiences have to be accounted for (Mtshali 2015 and Booysen 2016).  
 
The notion that FMF draw inspiration from the 1976 student uprising youth is certainly true. The 
fallists narrated their experiences in ‘Rioting and Writing: Diaries of Wits Fallists’ (2017), wrote 
of this.  Having edited this book, Crispen Chinguno, noted that Wits was the epicentre of the 
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FMF and described how volatile Wits was during the protests as the fallists, jointly with the 
university workers, challenged power. The Wits fallists such as Chinguno, Kgoroba, Mashibini, 
Masilela, Maubane, Moyo, Mthombeni and Ndlovu (2017) draw a parallel between the 1976 
youth and the FMF activists. Chinguno went on to assert that while the FMF protestors drew 
inspiration from the 1976 youth, unlike the 1976s generation, the FMF demonstrators brought to 
the fore deeper discussions to the decolonial question (Chinguno et al 2017). FMF walked 
according to Masilela (2017), in the shoes of the 1976 students protests to speak to the present-
day university issues just as students did 44 years ago. On account of this, one can thus, argue 
that the 1976 generation laid the foundation for the fallists and fallism as a philosophical, and 
decolonial narrative to rise (Ahmed 2019). Thus, some of the gains of the FMF movement 
included, but are not limited to decolonisation. The preponderance of the FMF movement gave 
rise to student scholarship as many FMF activists started contributing their experience in writing.  
 
Given that Rioting and Writing: Diaries of the Wits Fallists presents students narratives of the 
FMF protests, it is important to share some of the narratives of the academics particularly those 
of Adam Habib as he was the Wits’ principal at the time of the protests. Though Habib admits in 
Rebels and Rage (2019) that his experiences of the protests are not objective, he has however 
publicly noted that, according to Ally, Baro, Bradbury, Canham, Cock, Dube, Gillespie, Gqola, 
Hlasane, Iqani, Kenny, Khan, Kiguwa, Kreutzfeldt, Kukama, Langa, Lekgoathi, Lewins, Marie, 
Meekel, Moji, Mupotsa, Naidoo, Ngcobo, Nkomo, Nieftagodien, Patel, Pons-Vignon, 
Schuhmann, Sibanda, Valley, Veriava, Von Holdt, White, Samaradiwakera-Wijesundara 
and  Worby (2019) who wrote in the Mail and Guardian, his book “sets historical record straight”. 
For Ally et al (2019), such statement is misleading because Habib only presents the views of 
one person who ironically happens to be the most powerful person in the university. The book 
can never set the record straight because it is written from the position of the minority, if anything, 
the book describes whiteness’ arrogance as it claims universality. For Ally et al (2019), it would 
be impossible for Habib to “set the historical record straight” because his book is written “from 
the vantage point of his [air-conditioned and comfortable] office.   
According to Habib (2019:40) apart from the FMF protests pursued by students, , "a small group 
of violent professors for whom the struggle for free education was merely a pretext to create 
general political mayhem” also entered the fray. This perspective is problematic in that it 
surmises that lecturers do not have the right to protest the university ills, such as; decolonisation, 
the language policy, rape culture and outsourcing of workers. Further, Habib (2019) unsoundly 
assumed that the issues of decolonisation are mostly confined to the social sciences and 
humanities. He is one of the academics who do not believe that the ‘hard sciences’ can be 
decolonised in that he cited one University of Cape Town FMF leader who, when asked how 
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science can be decolonised responded saying that science as we know it today is a product of 
Western modernity and needs to be localised. By positioning decolonisation only to the social 
sciences, Habib erroneously believe decolonising the hard sciences means removing for 
instance Isaac Newton. Such a conceptualisation is narrow, decolonising science presupposes 
opening the discipline so that it can account for Southern science as it does for Western science.  
Habib (2019) went on to observe in his book that the FMF students leaders confused the 
university with a political party school. This remark is enough to suggest that Habib fails to 
consider university education as inseparably intertwined with political conscientisation. This is 
because a university should be a space where the freedom to think critically is inculcated. It is 
only through helping students view the world from the lens of their contextual reality that this can 
be achieved. In simple terms, this is what the students were demanding, an education that 
addresses their needs. Therefore, the students did not confuse the university to a political school 
during the FMF protests. On the contrary, the students were making a declaration that a 
university is a political school and its mode of education has to take its environment into 
consideration. In essence, the FMF protests were reminders to the universities of their mission 
to teach a curriculum influenced by epistemologies and pedagogical approaches that resemble 
their location. 
The FMF protests were therefore firm struggles for epistemic, linguistic and cultural justice. In 
these protests, students immortalised Biko and Fanon scholarship as they could relate with their 
work since their writings resonate with the minds of the oppressed (black people). The view that 
the FMF protests took a walk in the 1976s youth’s shoes, enables one to buttress the argument 
that debates on universities’ transformation are not new. Kgosiemang (2019) also wrote that 
discourses of transformation of institutions of higher learning in South Africa existed long before 
the FMF movement. He, like Naidoo (2016) and Maringe (2017) noted that though transformation 
is not new, in the past years all efforts to transform education have been a game of numbers 
and fell short in dealing with the colonial foundations of the university. Kgosiemang (2017; 2019) 
also argued that though numbers are important in as far as race and gender distribution are 
concerned, universities will still be unconducive and unhabitable spaces for black people 
because cultures of the previous regime will remain intact. Habib (2016) also debated 
transformation in terms of numbers; bringing in more black scholars through the employment 
equity policy, but the means can also defeat the ends if the foundations of the university are not 
transformed. Universities may equalise race and gender, but if the conditions that unequalised 
race and gender are not addressed, such spaces will still favour the race (white) and gender 
(male) that they were designed to favour.  
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The birth of democracy saw students’ grievances at universities reach their peak. Among the 
issues that students problematised was lack of funding, accommodations and academic and 
financial exclusions (CHE 2017). The FMF movement was somewhat unique in that though 
these protests spoke to these issues as outlined above, FMF carried with it a decolonising 
mission. Instead of addressing these issues in isolation, the FMF protestors held the view that 
all student related issues could be resolved only if the university was decolonised (Kgosiemang 
2017). The uniqueness of the FMF movement can be attributed to the fact that for the first time 
in many years the concept transformation did not just mean ‘change or reform’ but it assumed a 
different meaning. The FMF protestors deconstructed the previous notion of transformation with 
the view that they were all narrow and did not address colonial inequalities of the university 
(Kgosiemang 2019). By adopting this view, students were in many words saying that 
TransformationMustFall believing that decoloniality will reveal the multifaceted fights that black 
people especially black women, gays, lesbians and disabled people face in universities 
(Kgosiemang 2019). By demanding decolonisation, students hoped to challenge the colonial 
matrices of power that controlled gender, sexuality, being and patriarchy, as per Ndlovu-
Gatsheni (2012) assertion. In other words, students were calling for the fall of patriarchy, 
heteronormativity, racism and sexism.     
 
It is important to note that students did not conceptualise decolonisation within the limits of the 
university but to the overall society. They understood that decolonising the university was not 
enough as they also needed to decolonise the society within which these universities operate. 
Students contested, according to Ndlovu-Gatsheni (2016:4) that “we’re not calling for a free 
university but a free society. A free university within a capitalist society is like having a lecture 
hall inside a prison”. In this way, students understood like Mazrui (2003) that society needed to 
first transform in order for universities to transform. Accordingly, that is why the FMF students 
argued that a decolonised university in a colonised society would still operate within the colonial 
constraints. At the bottom of the students’ demand found it necessary to link their broader 
decolonial call to the society understanding that the issues of university were inextricably 
intertwined with and deeply rooted in society. That is to say, like societies to which they operate, 
universities were racialised and alienating to black bodies.  
 
The critique that FMF failed to reason beyond the university is thus, unfounded and flawed. FMF 
coupled their call for decolonisation with broader social issues such as insourcing of workers, 
patriarchy and sexism (Boysen 2016 and Meda 2019). Their contestation with neoliberal 
capitalist policies, which have turned universities to corporations instead of sites for logical 
thought and knowledge gave credence to the fact that students were not oblivious to social 
issues. Most of the students protests have resulted to significant transformation in society. The 
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1976 protests, for example, were catalysts for South Africa’s liberation. The FMF movement led 
to the insourcing of workers and free university education for students from working class and 
underclass background. The FMF movement achieved in months what trade unions failed to 
achieve in years. In many ways, the FMF protestors pushed the institutions, the society and the 
government to come up with solutions not only to the fees and curriculum problem but the 
broader societal problems, including patriarchy and sexism just as Dlakavu declared (2017). In 
their struggle against colonial matrices of power, the FMF protestors centralised their discourse 
in black pain Joseph (2017). They used blackness as a term that was once used to dehumanise, 
enslave and colonise as an emancipatory consciousness that freed being from Europe just as 
Lushaba and Lategan (2018) argued in their book review of Achille Mbembe’s Critique of Black 
Reason, (2017). 
 
Students were demanding the universities to strip off the term ‘post-apartheid’ because they 
constituted, what Kgosiemang (2019:175) refers to as ‘post-apartheid, apartheid universities’. 
Kgosiemang used this term to suggest that though we are in democratic South Africa, conditions 
that maintained racism and inequalities are prevalent to this day, though South Africa is 
considered a democratic country. Mbembe (2015) advanced the same view when he argued 
that universities are in a negative moment as they stand. By a negative moment he argued 
means a moment when new antagonisms emerge in the midst of old ones. Old antagonisms 
remain intact and make it hard for black students to breath and identify with themselves in 
universities. Students understood that and that is why they immediately called for these spaces 
to be decolonised. An example of decolonising space is drawn from Ndlovu who maintained 
(2017) that the ‘capture’ of the iconic Solomon Mahlangu House (SMH) at Wits by students and 
workers during the protests is one instance that shows that the FMF activists decolonised space. 
Ndlovu (2017) contended that the capturing of the SMH was a defining movement of the protests 
and it marked a moment that Wits management notably the VC, Prof Adam Habib, engaged for 
the first time with students and workers face to face. This shows that the FMF ideological 
contestations were not divorced from the contestation of space (Mashibini 2017).  
 
By their demands for decolonised universities, the students understood, like many other black 
academics who wrote in Grace Khunou, Edith Phaswana, Katijah Khoza-Shangase and Hugo 
Canham’s book ‘Black Academics Voices: The South African Experience’ (2019) that the existing 
racialised and gendered cultures of universities presupposes that their black bodies were out of 
place. In other words, they occupied spaces where they felt no sense of belonging. This is 
because the vestiges of apartheid die hard even after two decades into democracy. This 
indicates that these spaces were not created for black people but were designed to celebrate 
white supremacy. Peace Kiguwa (2019) declared in the aforementioned book that there is a 
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need to decolonise universities so that they can account for black bodies. Nirmal Puwar (2004) 
in ‘Space Invaders’ also postulated the same view that because colonialism denied black people 
agency in knowledge, the spaces of reason (universities) must be decolonised and opened to 
new bodies of thought. The FMF protests were thus objections and disapproval of all forms of 
racism and inequality in the university. The university was an ideological battle ground wherein 
fallists not only engaged with management especially at Wits but also critiqued how universities 
were being ran.  
 
Students wanted to challenge every bit of this colonial history, so they opened up these spaces 
to the views of the other. The RhodesMustFall movement embodied this quite well when 
students called for the demolishing of John Cecil Rhodes’ statue, at Rhodes university with the 
belief that colonial rule was over, and that universities needed to be spaces of reason and not 
spaces for white gratification. From a space perspective, students moved that universities were 
dominated by colonial and Western ideas which continued the colonial cultures. For students, 
these worldviews had made the curriculum to be detached from solving socio-economic issues, 
such as poverty and development facing South Africa and the continent (CHE 2017). This implies 
that lecturers were packaging African realities to fit the standards of colonial Europe (Odora-
Hoppers 2002). The net effect of this would be the production of self-conflicted students who do 
not know whether or not to reason from the position of their culture or an acquired, colonial 
culture, in this case English. Only a decolonised curriculum would solve this. 
 
It is important to note that students demanded a decolonised curriculum for the reason that there 
is no parallel between the language of the university and that of the society. For students, in the 
same way that Wa Thiong’o (1987) argued, language was not only a means of communication 
but a means of transmitting culture because a simple thing such as a name, phrase or proverb 
in any African language or any other language, for that matter carry, with it the deep cultural 
meanings that cannot be found in any culture. Western knowledge imposed with it a new way of 
thinking because colonised people had to learn new forms of language, norms, and culture. This 
fundamentally shaped how they lived and related with each other (Williams 2018). One’s ability 
to speak and understand English, for instance, became a measure of their intelligence. This 
phenomenon still exists today where one’s fluidity in English is a measure of their intelligence, 
especially in universities. The concern is no longer on being fluent in one’s mother tongue but in 
English. Regrettably, the downside of this is that being fluent in English implies that one is also 
fluent in its culture and inarticulate in their culture.  
 
Thus, by demanding a decolonised curriculum, students were making a call to the return of the 
indigenous knowledge systems (Booysen 2016 and Le Grange 2016; 2019, Meda 2019). They 
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hoped to expose the rigidity of the curriculum and the normalised institutional racial cultures of 
the university. FMF sought a curriculum that comprised of all knowledges, including those from 
the African continent and the Global South. Students were critical of the way the universities 
produced knowledge and being for the reason that the curriculum was organised as though 
knowledge was white and so was being. In other words, they were declaring that there were 
other ways of producing knowledge and these ways included the ways of the South. It is 
necessary to decolonise universities because decolonised universities would make them open 
to other bodies of thought and help them critique the rhetoric of modernity. The whole point of 
this review was to engage with scholarship on decolonisation. This literature review does not 
restate what has already been stated about the FMF movement. It underscores the curriculum 
debate in the post -apartheid universities. 
 
This study extended the scholarship that African universities are Westernised and argued that 
these claims are not new. Scholars as early as the 1870s have reasoned along the same line. 
The problem of African universities has always been that their curriculum, language and 
knowledge project had been Westernised. This study examined how the post-apartheid 
universities responded to these critiques. To fill this gap, this study focused on the discipline of 
Sociology at undergraduate level at UJ and Wits. It investigated how Sociology in these 
institutions responded to the FMF demands of decolonisation of the curriculum. This study took 
a decolonial approach to investigate this and used decoloniality and Foucault’s theorisation of 
power, knowledge and truth as theoretical frameworks. 
 
3.7. Decoloniality  
 
Decoloniality was analysed in this study using Foucault’s theorisation of power, knowledge and 
truth. Bringing into play Foucault’s theorisation, this study was able to investigate the power 
relations and how these relations have hierarchised and settled on knowledge and truth. The 
relevance of decolonial theory and Foucault is explained below.  
 
3.7.1. Decolonial theory  
 
 
The idea of decolonial delinking was first advanced by Anibal Quijano in his revolutionary essay 
‘Coloniality, Modernity and Rationality’ which was first published in 1989 and reprinted in 1992 
(Mignolo 2007a; 2011). It was in this essay that Anibal Quijano called for epistemic delinking 
and/or disobedience believing that the time had come to start seeing the world outside the limits 
of Eurocentrism (Mignolo 2011). He believed delinking was the ‘only way out’ of coloniality of 
power since it could not be challenged within Western categories of thought (Mignolo 2011). He 
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linked coloniality to knowledge noting that if knowledge was colonised, the next task ahead is to 
decolonise knowledge (Mignolo 2011). Epistemic delinking is, therefore, a critique against 
Western mode of reasoning for the belief that Western modes of reasoning are exclusionary as 
they claim universality and refutes the existence of other modes of thought. Decolonial theory 
hopes to shift the geographies of reason from the universalising North to the rest of the world by 
offering a different or new ‘beginning’ where everyone can theorise without validation. 
Decoloniality is therefore, the energy of thwarted people of the South who do not believe the 
fairy-tales of modernity (Mignolo 2009). 
 
Decolonial theory was relevant for this study as it exposes the epistemic silences of Western 
epistemology and affirms epistemic rights to the racially devalued people of the South in order 
for them to wage arguments against the North (Mignolo 2009). This study took a decolonial 
approach with the understanding that the task of decolonising is as political as it is epistemic 
because it seeks to forge a new humanism (Fanon 1968). Decoloniality was therefore, 
understood as a critique to overcome the epistemological injustices that formerly colonised 
nations have been subjected to (Mignolo 2007a). Grosfoguel (2007:219) maintained that 
decoloniality recognises that previous “national liberation and socialist strategies of taking power 
at the level of a nation-state are not sufficient.” This study continued this narrative. It employed 
a decolonial approach and recognising that not much has changed with post-apartheid 
universities since 1994. Though, there has been an increase in black academics in leadership 
positions in universities, the curriculum has remained unchanged. For this reason, decolonial 
thinking became relevant because it is a thinking that negates the view that colonialism and 
apartheid ended. In other words, colonial systems of control continue to colonialise the minds of 
the ex-colonised (Quijano 2007) and one way of ending this is by decolonising the curriculum of 
universities in the South.  
 
Decolonial thinking first emerged in subaltern studies of the Global South. Some of the leading 
decolonial scholars are Anibal Quijano, Walter D Mignolo, Nelson Maldonado-Torres, Ngugi Wa 
Thiong’o, Ramon Grosfoguel, Arturo Escobar, Santiago Castro-Gomez, Sabelo J Ndlovu-
Gatsheni and Achille Mbembe, to name a few. This thinking fosters another logic, thought and 
language in its quest to free post-colonial societies from Euro-American hegemony (Mignolo 
2007b). Accordingly, decolonial thinking is a liberatory premise that seeks to free the minds, 
cultures, and histories of post-colonial societies from the exclusionary logic of Western 
modernity. It is often connected with concepts such as coloniality of power, knowledge and being 
(Mignolo 2007b and Dastile and Ndlovu-Gatsheni 2013). Like decolonial delinking, coloniality 
first emerged in Anibal Quijano above cited essay (Mignolo 2007a and Arias 2013).  For Quijano 
(2007), though colonialism as a political order might have been destroyed, the conditions and 
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modes of exploitations have not been exhausted. The modern world has now moved from 




Coloniality is not the same as colonialism. While the latter refers to the economic and political 
control of one state by the other, usually by an empire, Maldonado-Torres (2007:243), noted that 
the former refers to the: 
 
Long-standing patterns of power that emerged as a result of colonialism, but… define 
culture, labour, intersubjective relations, and knowledge production well beyond the strict 
limits of colonial administration. Thus, coloniality survives colonialism. It is [kept] alive in 
books, in the criteria for academic performance, in cultural patterns, in common sense, 
in the self-image of people, in aspirations of self, and so many other aspects of our 
modern experience.  
 
What coloniality and colonialism have in common is that they both exist to impose the idea that 
the West is superior, and the rest of the world is inferior. Coloniality survives colonialism, as it 
ensures that post-colonial societies continue to theorise and see the world in colonial ways. It 
approaches colonial domination not from a single point but from many points, ranging from 
cultural, sexual, spiritual and epistemic dominations so to unearth the multifaceted levels of 
oppression that is being subjected to the South (Ndlovu-Gatsheni 2012). Therefore, the depth of 
coloniality makes decolonisation not to be a project of just wanting to conquer power on a 
juridical-political level, but to go beyond the normal functionings of the society. 
 
Coloniality was used in this study to understand the depth of colonial domination in the Sociology 
curriculum at UJ and Wits. This concept allowed me to investigate the way in which the two 
departments of Sociology have continued to theorise in colonial ways even decades after 
colonialism ended. That being the case, coloniality helped to interrogate the reasoning behind 
the lecturers’ continued allegiance to Western scholarship even in the midst of the decolonisation 
project that was proposed by the FeesMustFall movement. It helped understand Sociology’s 
commitment to the decolonisation project from the position of lecturers as they are the ones who 
design their curriculum. From this point, I was able to explore the underlying reasons influencing 
lecturers to continue theorising in ways of the West even if the West claims universality and 
denies the South to produce knowledge and exist in the global economy of knowledge without 
validation. Equally, with coloniality, I was able to expose how the colonial matrixes of power 
continue to dominate post-colonial societies, think, act and behave (Grosfoguel 2007). This 
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enabled me to understand how the Sociology curriculum survives colonialism and apartheid with 
how it is organised and taught.  
 
3.7.3.  Coloniality of power, knowledge and being 
 
 
Coloniality is an invisible power that sustains colonial control and/or domination of the world 
periods long after classical colonialism has been eradicated. It hides within the rhetoric of 
modernity wherein it manifests as ‘the messiah’ carrying a mission to civilise non-European 
societies, knowledges and being (Mignolo 2007a). If coloniality is this, decoloniality unmasks this 
relation as it is an epistemic lens that is at war with coloniality and its cousin coloniality of power, 
knowledge and being. Decoloniality deals with coloniality at three fronts: coloniality of power, 
knowledge and being. Coloniality of power refers to the global imperial designs, which work to 
maintain the superiority of the Global North and the subalternity of the Global South in the world 
using the colonial matrices of power (Ndlovu-Gatsheni 2012 and Dastile and Ndlovu-Gatsheni 
2013). These colonial matrices of power refer to, according to Grosfoguel (2007), the power 
imposed by the United Nations (UN) through global entities such as the International Monetary 
Fund (IMF) and World Bank (WB). The UN imposes this power by masquerading as the saviour 
of the world and offering aid to the South while in actual fact they fund the South to ensure that 
she remains indebted to the North.  
 
Coloniality of power dictates to the South that she cannot do it on her own as she needs the 
North. The North is perceived as the centre where knowledge and thoughts are produced. 
Coloniality of power bespeaks of the global hegemonies of power which were left behind by 
colonialism which defined race, space and people, in relation to the needs of capitalism so to 
benefit Europe (Escobar 2007). Coloniality of knowledge thus, speaks to the plundering of pre-
colonial knowledges by colonialism so as to impose new totalising knowledges that maintain 
colonialism (Dastile and Ndlovu-Gatsheni 2013, Ndlovu-Gatsheni 2016 and Mpofu 2018). To 
explain, one turned to Quijano (2007:169) to clearly elucidated this: 
 
[From] the beginning colonialism was a product of a systematic repression, not only of 
the specific beliefs, ideas, images, symbols or knowledge that were not useful to global 
colonial domination [but also against] the modes of knowing, of producing knowledge, of 
producing perspectives…The colonisers also imposed a mystified image of their own 
patterns of producing knowledge and meaning. 
 
This is why scholars such as De Sousa Santos (2012, 2014, 2016) and Connell (2014, 2016, 
2019) speak of the return of epistemologies of the South of Southern theory. Southern theory 
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imagines the world from a southern locus of enunciation where it challenges totalising modes of 
thought which have, through colonialism, modernity and now coloniality, existed to infuse the 
inferiority complex on the South. Above, Quijano argued that the displacement of knowledges 
and epistemologies for an imposition of Euro-North American epistemologies was crucial for the 
colonial domination and control. It was here that the mind of the South was colonised and 
convinced to believe that the South is inferior and they, in turn assimilated that false belief 
(Quijano 2007). Ngugi wa Thiong’o (1987, 2005) argued that enforcing a new knowledge 
imposed a new culture, a culture that was written on a single account of history. For Quijano 
(2007), in these times, European culture was made seductive and appealing to the South in the 
pretext that it brings progress and development. Coloniality of knowledge uses race as a criterion 
to decide who produces and who consumes. Such a criterion denies those failing under the 
derogatory term ‘people of colour’ the right to produce knowledge. The term, people of colour is 
in my view derogatory because it supposes that white is the ‘normal’ colour and black is the 
abnormal colour. 
 
Coloniality of knowledge was also relevant for this study as it helped me to locate the relations 
of knowledge and the reason why the South is only made to consume, and the North produces. 
This study was able to explore these relations from the position of the South to see what the 
South thinks about these inequalities. The South, in this case, referred to the post-colonial Africa 
and the post-apartheid South Africa. This study was able to challenge the geographies and 
hierarchisation of knowledge. This allowed me to investigate the politics of location because 
inasmuch as knowledge is knowledge for its sake, the location where that knowledge is produced 
matters. Every knowledge first reflects its location and the epistemological positions of the 
author. Influenced by this thinking, this study was critical of knowledge and exposed the politics 
of location and how important they are in knowledge.  
 
The idea of coloniality of being was first popularised by Mignolo in 1995 (Maldonado-Torres 
2007). Coloniality of being was born from the impacts of colonial experience on colonies. This 
thinking advances the argument that colonialism did not only leave the colonial relations of power 
only on sexuality, knowledge but also on being (Maldonado-Torres 2007). It refers to the effects 
of colonialism on the lived experiences of the colonised and their language (Maldonado-Torres 
2007). The idea also allows us to analyse the impacts of colonialism beyond the mind and 
knowledge and help us understand the social relations that continue to define how colonies 
relate with the world. This study is understood being away from the confiners of the colonial 
logic. It examined how and why the being that is attached with ex-colonised is a being of a people 
who cannot theorise or if they do theorise, why do they theorise within the limits of colonial 
imperial designs. This study thus argued that being like knowledge is a product of cultural and 
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social context and therefore, there can never be a universal being and knowledge that exists 
beyond context. Epistemic racisms that black bodies (students and lecturers) are subjected to in 
universities were equally exposed. Foucault’s theorisation on power, knowledge and truth was 
germane to this study and his relevance is explained below. 
 
3.8. Michel Foucault on power, knowledge and truth 
 
It is inevitable to investigate the relations of knowledge production without investigating the 
relations between knowledge and power. Raewyn Connell (2007; 2014) argued in Southern 
theory that the production of knowledge is a highly politicised task, and this is because the rules 
of engagement are decided in the North. Decoloniality and coloniality validates the truth and 
accuracy of this claim. That is why Michel Foucault’s work on the duality of power, knowledge 
and truth was relevant in this study. Foucault’s analysis of power was concerned therefore, with 
two things; understanding how power is exercised and the means in which it is exercised (Smart 
1988). In Gordon (1980), Foucault wrote that while historians have succeeded in studying those 
who held power in society, they failed to study power in its strategies and mechanisms. Smart 
(1988) summed Foucault’s assertion perfectly when he argued that historians have only been 
able to study and explain who holds power in society but failed to study the relays in which power 
operates.  
 
According to Foucault (1978;1991), power is power in a neutral sense. Power is not held by any 
individual or institution which ensures that those without it are subservient but hides within 
strategies of control. Power is not the prerogative or the property of the dominant class, it is 
hidden in the normal functionings of the society (Smart 1988). Power is therefore, “embodied in 
the state apparatus” and forms laws that govern various social hegemonies (Foucault 1978:93). 
The mechanisms of power create an environment where, if it is not obeyed there will be 
punishment and an illusion of rewards in cases where it is obeyed. For example, the decision to 
remain loyal to Western literature or the so-called founding fathers of Sociology, as if there are 
no founding mothers, creates an illusion that if Sociology dares deviates from this, the discipline 
will no longer be Sociology as we know it. Sociology remains loyal to Western scholarship at the 
expense of Southern scholarship because it wants to maintain its relationship with the North.  
 
Foucault’s analysis of power enabled this study to highlight the already held decolonial narrative 
that power is the prerogative of the West. With his definition, one understood power in a neutral 
sense and that power hides in the strategies of control. This is to say that though power is neither 
here nor there, it hides in the institutional organisations of society. The North remains its hiding 
place because colonialism had equated control to the North. Thus, it is the behaviours of the 
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South that makes power holds. By virtue of having normalised that knowledge is produced in the 
North and consumed in the South, the South has made power to hold and to be the prerogative 
of the North. But since this study used Foucault interchangeably with decoloniality, one was able 
to challenge this assertion as it sought to give back power to the South by saying that you too 
can produce because your methodology matter. Using decoloniality, the colonial idea that power 
is in the West was challenged in this study. Instead of seeking a sit at the table, decoloniality 
disrupts the rules of engagement and plunders ideas of the centre and the claim that Europe, as 
the ‘centre’ is the global province where everyone gets approval from if they wish to theorise or 
exist.  
 
Michel Foucault was relevant in this study for the reason that inasmuch as this study advanced 
the decolonial narrative, it also investigated the relationship between knowledge and power and 
how power has legitimised and delegitimised certain knowledges. Power and knowledge are 
inexorably intertwined. Power produces knowledge and knowledge produces power. Foucault 
made this fact clear when he argued that “there is no power relation without the correlative 
constitution of a field of knowledge, nor any knowledge that does not presuppose and constitute 
at the same time power relations” (Foucault 1991:27). Thus, as power exercises itself, it 
produces a new body of knowledge and truth which helps to maintain and keep it in power 
(Gordon 1980). For Foucault, there is no point in history that power will stop depending on 
knowledge, it is just a way of maintaining order. In this regard, he argued that we need to divorce 
ourselves from imagining a world where knowledge will stop depending on power (Gordon 1980). 
On truth, Foucault (1991) wrote that each society has its own regimes of truth which decide what 
is truth and what is not.   
 
The problems arise when one society imposes its truth on others, and this is what this study 
argued against The idea that certain truths are superior and therefore must be imposed on others 
is disingenuous. This study, therefore, dismissed this false idea and advanced the decolonial 
narrative. In this case, the decolonial narrative seeks to equalise people beyond the current 
hierarchies of knowledge and truth by fostering a new logic where people can exist in their truth 
and knowledge. Decoloniality and Foucault gave this study a base and a leg to stand on in a 
quest to refute modernity and challenge the inequalities in knowledge production that 
subordinates the South and maintain the predominance of the North superior. 
 
3.9. Conclusion  
 
This chapter has historicised the African university from the four epochs, namely, the colonial 
period, the post-colonial period, the post-apartheid era and the students’ protests. It has 
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established that during this period, the curriculum, the language and the knowledge project of 
the African university has always been problematic. The chapter also deduced that the FMF 
critiques of the curriculum were inherently drawn from post-colonial scholars.  Based on this, I 
made an inference that there is nothing ‘post’ about contemporary universities rather they are 
post-apartheid-apartheid universities. I argued that this is because transformation has only been 
cosmetic, and it has failed to deal with the epistemological and ontological foundations of the 
university. Decoloniality equipped this study to grapple with the geographies of knowledge and 
coloniality of power, as well as knowledge and being. I used Foucault to uncover the relations of 
knowledge production and how power as an entity of the North plays a role in making the North 
dominate the discourse on knowledge production. I present below the methodology and detail 
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This chapter reports on the qualitative research methodology I used to explore the aims and 
objectives of this study, as outlined in the first chapter. It starts by defining the qualitative 
research methodology and explains why this approach was ideal for this study. The chapter also 
reports on the philosophical position that guided my research. In this chapter, I also give an 
account of how I selected my participants and I outline the instruments I used for data collection 
and analysis. The chapter further reports on my epistemological position where my experiences, 
biases and relationship with participants is discussed. I conclude the chapter by highlighting the 
ethical concerns observed in this study. 
 
4.2. Qualitative research approach 
 
This study used a qualitative research approach to investigate how the UJ and Wits Sociology 
undergraduate departments responded to the students’ calls for curriculum decolonisation. A 
qualitative research approach was ideal for a study of this nature because it is flexible and 
reliable in obtaining in-depth views, attitudes and experiences of people (Dawson 2006). Further, 
a qualitative research approach was ideal for this study as it attempted to investigate and 
understand the meanings people (Creswell 2009). The need for qualitative research also raises 
when and if there is insufficient knowledge in a field that interests the researcher (Bless Higson-
Smith and Kagee 2006, Creswell 2009, Bloomberg and Volpe 2018). It is informed by the 
researchers’ curiosity and conducted to either satisfy or refute these curiosities. Bloomberg and 
Volpe (2018) equally report that qualitative research is guided by the need to understand social 
reality and that such an understanding is viewed from the participants’ point of view.   
Qualitative research understands that people as agents of their lives have unique realities and 
experiences (Ritchie, Lewis, Nicholls and Ormston 2013). This is to the reason I examined the 
two departments under review, as separate entities. My decision to take this approach was 
informed by the view that these departments are different. Their difference is informed by their 
historical and political differences, more especially because of their ideological inclinations; 
RAU/UJ having previously been an Afrikaans university and Wits, an English university. Thus, 
these could not be glossed over, their analysis required to stretch beyond the surface. I took the 
qualitative approach because I wanted to compare these universities’ responses to 
decolonisation. Given that reality is socially constructed (Mills and Birks 2014) and that 
qualitative research permits participants to tell their stories from the position of their experience 
(Bloomberg and Volpe 2018), lecturers told their stories and their lived experiences from the 
positions of their spaces of work, thereby teaching Sociology and its ideological inclinations. 
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4.3. Sampling and selection of participants 
 
 
According to Bless et al (2006) and Bless, Higson-Smith and Sithole (2013), a sample refers to 
the subset of the population subjected to scrutiny and whose characteristics are generalised to 
the whole population. This study employed a non-probability sampling method, which unlike 
probability sampling, the likelihood of inclusion is not known (Bless et al 2006 and Babbie and 
Mouton 2001, 2003, 2013). The sample of this study was found at UJ and Wits. As stated earlier 
on, I focused at these two universities because of their past ideological and political differences. 
I wanted to determine if these historical differences have any bearings in the manner in which 
the two universities responded to the FMF demands. The sample consisted of the undergraduate 
Sociology lecturers of the three modules: The individual and Society/Identity and Society, Social 
Science Research Methods/Researching Social Life and Sociological Theory as the modules 
are respectively referred to at UJ and Wits. I chose these modules because they are both offered 
at UJ and Wits. This approach enabled me to compare how each department responded to 
decolonisation. I focused only on undergraduate modules so as to avoid having a large sample. 
 
Initially, I hoped to interview lecturers who taught these modules in the past four years (2016-
2019). The motive for this was because these lecturers would be in a position to provide me with 
in-depth data regarding this topic as they would have been teaching during and after the FMF 
protests. Finding lecturers who taught the chosen modules from 2016-2019 proved to be difficult. 
The majority of the lecturers who participated were either new or inherited the course in 2017 or 
2018 or only taught the modules once in the last four years. Initially, I had hoped to conduct 10 
interviews, but at the end I managed to do 7 interviews: 4 with lecturers from Wits and 3 with 
those from UJ. I have assigned pseudonyms to all participants. At Wits I interviewed Dr Enoch 
Mnisi, Dr Erick Ncube, Ms Zoe London, Prof Martin Smith. At UJ I engaged with Dr Vusi Mkhize, 
a black male lecturer, Dr Lizzy Hayford and Dr Cindy Crawford. I must also attest that it would 
have been ideal to interview for instance students and FMF activists so that the study could 
present a balanced argument from all ends. However, this being a MA study, time was of the 
essence. I had to narrow down my sample and choose one that better answered my research 
question than other individuals.  
 
I focused on lecturers because my study wanted to find out how the two departments have 
responded to decolonisation since the protests. Thus, I felt that lecturers were in a better position 
to provide me with data to this effect than any individual as they are the ones who design their 
curriculum and would better unpack the challenges they face. However, finding lecturers who 
taught Sociological Theory and Social Science Research Methods at UJ proved to be quite a 
challenge. The problem was not that these individuals were not there, it was quite the opposite 
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especially with respect to Sociological Theory. The lecturers who taught this module happened 
to be my supervisors and for ethical reasons, I could not interview them. The lecturer that was 
available teaches Social Theory at postgraduate level. Also, the lecturer who teaches the 
undergraduate Social Research module had recently gone on sabbatical, I tried reaching out to 
him but only got automated replies. The lecturer who was available only teaches the practical 
side of the course and research methodology at postgraduate level. Confronted with this, a 
decision was made to try and find lecturers who, at least taught one of sampled modules in the 
last four years. It did not matter whether they taught it for two years or less.  
 
The new criteria for finding participants was experience with the module. This means that I 
adjusted from looking for participants who taught the module between 2016-2019 to finding 
lecturers who at some point in the prescribed period taught the module. Here purposive sampling 
came in handy and with the help of my supervisors, I was able to navigate through this and 
narrow down the lecturers that I could interview for my study. Doing this did not compromise the 
authenticity of the findings because the lecturers that I interviewed managed to do justice to my 
topic. I relied on the undergraduate course outlines instead of the lecturer’s narratives in order 
to gauge changes in the curriculum for the modules of lecturers who taught at postgraduate level 
i.e., Methodology and Social Theory at UJ, I left out the lecturer’s narratives because they taught 
at a different level from that which was sampled. Nonetheless, their narratives helped me get a 
sense of the overall debates of the issues of decolonisation and the curriculum. Had I used their 
narratives to measure the changes, this would have compromised the findings because Social 
Theory at postgraduate vary greatly to Social Theory at undergraduate level.   
 
To select participants, this study used purposive and snowball sampling methods. Purposive 
sampling is an example of non-probability sampling where the units to be studied are selected 
using the researchers’ judgement (Babbie 2007). It implies that the researcher knows his/her 
participants since the sample is selected in accordance with the research aims and objectives 
(Babbie and Mouton 2003). Further, purposive sampling allows the researcher to know the 
participants with the correct characteristics to be included in the study as participants are 
selected using specific criteria (Bless et al 2013). Purposive sampling was relevant when 
identifying lecturers at UJ because I knew them, some of them had taught me in the past years 
and I worked with them as a first-year tutor in the department. For Babbie (2007), qualitative 
researchers can study individuals and organisations as their unit of analysis. This was certainly 
the case for this study as the unit of analysis were individuals (undergraduate lecturers) and 
organisations (Departments of Sociology at UJ and Wits). These individuals were studied so as 
to understand their organisations’ attitudes to decolonisation of the curriculum. Lecturers were 
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studied since they are agents of change and academic freedom dictates that they design their 
curriculum.  
 
Equally, I also used of snowball sampling. Snowball sampling is an example of non-probability 
sampling. It is sometimes referred to as accidental sampling and it becomes useful when it is 
difficult to locate the desired sample (Babbie and Mouton 2003 and Babbie 2007). Snowball 
sampling implies that the researcher relies on referrals from the already chosen participants. 
This method was suitable in locating lecturers at Wits who participated in this study. The lecturers 
I initially interviewed suggested some of their colleagues they believed would add value by 
participating in the study. I tried to get hold of the suggested lecturers for approximately six 
months to no avail. It is worth mentioning that when sampling participants, I purposefully looked 
for lecturers who teach modules that were offered at both UJ and Wits. I did this on purpose 
because I wanted to compare and contrast the way in which these departments have 
decolonised their curriculum. However, after reviewing these Departments’ undergraduate 2019 
brochures, I noticed that though these departments offer the same modules, they do not offer 
them in the same level or term.  At Wits for instance, Sociological Theory, is offered as a first 
semester second year module (Wits Department of Sociology Booklet, 2020), and as a second 
semester third year module at UJ (UJ Department of Sociology Boucher 2020).  
 
4.4. Description of participants  
 
 
It is difficult to give a description of my participants in this report. This is because I would be 
revealing the identity of my participants if I were to write that I sampled lecturers who teach the 
Individual/Identity and Society, or Sociological Theory. The only way of describing them without 
revealing their identities is to simply report on how many they were, their race and their gender. 
Equally, the racial and gender representation of my participants was not something I could 
decide on, this was based on the two departments’ make-up. That is, if all the lecturers of the 
sampled modules were white and male, there was nothing I could do about this because that 
was determined by the two departments. This also meant that my study was going to be 
exclusionary to lecturers of the other races and gender. For purposes of adhering to ethics, I will 
briefly report on my participants’ race and gender and how my being black and male, affected 
the dynamics of this study.   
 
I interviewed two black male lecturers (Drs Mnisi and Ncube) and one white male (Prof Smith) 
and female lecturer (Ms London) at Wits. At UJ I interviewed one black male lecturer (Dr Mkhize) 
and two white female lecturers (Drs Crawford and Hayford). Being a male and a black student, 
my race became a key factor especially when I interviewed Ms Zoe London at Wits. She gave 
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me the impression that she was sympathetic to my plight as a black student when she responded 
to my questions during our interview. For example, I felt as if she was telling me what I wanted 
to hear and not necessarily what she believed in. Unlike Ms London my interview with Prof Smith 
was engaging although challenging. He was passionate about his positionality and probed me 
on decolonisation. Interviewing black male lecturers was a great comfort to me. I was convinced 
that they too knew how it was to be a black student in a historically white university given that 
they once were students before they became lecturers.  
 
Interviewing Dr Crawford, a white female lecturer at UJ was easy for me. I was once in her class 
and know her philosophy of teaching and her ideological leaning. Not so much with Dr Mkhize 
and Dr Hayford, I was never in their classes but from our engagements in the department, 
workshops and seminars I could also say I was accustomed to, including their ideological 
leanings. My race or gender did not change the dynamics of the research. If anything, lecturers 
at UJ were happy to see that I was interested in studying our department. It was largely because 
I had at some point in my academic career worked closely with these lecturers, especially Dr 
Crawford and Dr Mkhize.  
 
4.5. Negotiating and renegotiating access  
 
For Fobosi (2019), access in the field begins by negotiating and engaging with gatekeepers. This 
process, according to this scholar, is not an easy thing, yet not gaining access can prove to be 
difficult. Gaining access at UJ was not difficult, having being a student in this university, I had 
already established good relationships with some of the lecturers. Only one lecturer, Dr Lizzy 
Hayford, I had not encountered before at UJ. My encounter with her was in early 2019 in my first 
year of MA when she was presenting at the MA workshops Dr Hayford is not based at the 
department like other lecturers. Though this was the case, Dr Hayford was happy to take part in 
my study when I reached out to her. Wits was a different story for me. For starters, I was not 
familiar with the university and I did not even know the whereabout of the Sociology department. 
The last time I was at Wits was during the FeesMustFall protests at the universities’ Great Hall 
or what is now referred to as the Solomon Mahlangu Hall.  
 
I reached out to Wits lecturers in 2019 November shortly after my proposal was approved. My 
plan was to collect data at Wits first given that I did not know what to expect from Wits lecturers. 
To my surprise, Wits lecturers were more than happy to take part in my study. I reached out to 
these lecturers via email. In my email to them I expressed my aim for conducting this study and 
requested their participation. In their responses they expressed how keen they were to take part 
in my study and gave me their office numbers and cell phone numbers so I could call them 
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should I be lost. This information helped me gain access at the gatekeepers (Wits security 
guards) because I was asked where I was going on my arrival at the campus. I just produced 
the email and explained that I had an interview with, for instance Dr Enoch Mnisi. Likewise, to 
help negotiate access since I was not familiar with Wits, for my first interview with Dr Mnisi, I 
asked my cousin who works at Wits to take me to the Sociology department.   
 
When I arrived at Wits, I called my cousin, and he told me to get in and wait for him at the main 
entrance, which I did. He came with his colleague, together they showed me where the 
Department was located. When I got to there, I struggled locating Dr Enoch Mnisi’s office. I then 
asked some students at the postgraduate office where his office was, and one student pointed 
me to his office was. Our interview was scheduled for 13:50 and I was outside his office at 13:40. 
I waited there for about 30 minutes because he was consulting with his students given that it 
was exams times. This was the first ever interview I conducted in my academic career and it 
made me nervous. What compounded my apprehension was that all my participants were 
lecturers and experts in their fields. To ally my fears, I practiced my interviewing skills and 
familiarised myself with my project so as to demonstrate proficiency when asked questions. To 
this end, I could not afford to mess up my first interview. I knocked at Dr Mnisi’s office as soon 
as he was done with his consultation. He beckoned me in, greeted me and asked me to take a 
sit. I thanked him for the interview and for agreeing to take part in my study, a tradition that I 
carried throughout my interviews. To calm myself down, I started the interview by introducing 
myself and gave him an overview of my study. He noticed that I was anxious from the inception 
and he kept on nodding when I was speaking to him, and this gave me confidence and helped 
ease my mind. It was more than an interview. It was a conversation, I engaged with him like I 
knew him. It felt as though I did not even need to ask him questions, he shared with me 
experiences both from when he was a student and as a lecturer. 
 
4.6. Semi structured interviews  
 
 
This study used semi-structured interviews and documentary analysis of the discipline of 
Sociology at UJ and Wits to collect data. Semi-structured interviews are useful in gathering 
detailed data (Matthews and Ross 2010 and Du Plooy-Cilliers, Davis and Bezuidenhout 2014). 
They are the most common form of data collection for qualitative researchers as they allow the 
researcher to be flexible in the study of the social phenomena (Dawson 2006). Qualitative 
researchers use semi-structured interviews when they are interested in unearthing data about a 
certain phenomenon. This data is later compared and contrasted in order to identify the recurring 
themes (Dawson 2006). Using the semi-structured interviews, I was able to probe further to get 
an in-depth understanding of the phenomenon under study (Wilson and MacLean 2011). Doing 
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this allowed participants to share their lived experiences, attitudes and the meanings they attach 
to the decolonisation discourse. Qualitive interviews unlike surveys, are guided by an interaction 
between the researcher and his/her participants (Babbie 2007).  
 
A qualitative interview is guided by reciprocal relationship between the interviewer and the 
interviewee wherein the interviewer asks questions, and the participant is expected to respond. 
Their roles are clearly defined, and these roles are protected by a signed consent form which 
acts as a contract (Babbie 2007). Though the researcher goes to an interview session with a list 
of question, these questions are not static and rigid, they are open-ended questions which allow 
for a free-flowing conversation aimed at eliciting participants’ views (Babbie and Mouton 2003). 
Such interviews help qualify the participants to tell and take ownership of their experiences. 
Using semi-structured interviews, I was able to capture the stories of these lecturers, their 
attitudes and experiences to the discourse on decolonisation. Lecturers shared their 
departments’ commitment to decolonisation, and some have already changed the curriculum 
within their departments in their resolve to decolonise the curriculum. Mainly I asked the 
participants to reflect about their personal experiences and how they have responded to the call 
for decolonisation. I asked these questions because academic freedom and the participants’ 
teaching philosophy as well as their political and ideological orientation dictates how they should 
shape the curriculum. Presenting these questions in that manner enabled me to receive nuanced 
individual responses from my participants about decolonisation. They even questioned their 
universities’ commitment to decolonisation in their responses. 
 
All Interviews were conducted in English and the first four were with lecturers from Wits and 
conducted at their place of convenience. Three were conducted in their offices at Wits and one 
at a restaurant in Melville. These interviews were conducted prior the Covid-19 global pandemic, 
which necessitated lockdown in the country. As such, I was able to freely travel and conduct my 
interviews with these lecturers. Following the restrictions, I was forced to conduct the three 
interviews with lecturers from UJ virtually, via Zoom, a medium that I was not accustomed to. I 
conducted my interviews with the Wits lecturers in November 2019. My plan was to be done with 
data collection in February 2020 and transcription in May 2020 because I had already conducted 
half of my interviews with the Wits lecturers. But this was not to be. For one reason or another, 
collecting data at UJ took much time, more than I anticipated. This was not because the lecturers 
were unresponsive. It was because the restrictions were already in place by the time, I sent 
emails asking for their participation. Everybody was on lockdown and new ways of working were 
spreading throughout the country. I reflect below on how the lockdown affected my data 
collecting. 
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4.7. Documentary data   
 
This study used documentary data analysis as a means of data collection. Documentary review 
is another instrument of collecting qualitative data and is inherently defined as the process of 
reviewing documents (Bloomberg and Volpe 2018). These documents can be in form of diaries, 
policies, reports or personal records (Bloomberg and Volpe 2018). I found this technique relevant 
for my study because as part of my data collection process, I was meant to review the UJ and 
Wits undergraduate Sociology study guides from 2016-2019 of the chosen modules and this 
technique enabled me to achieve this with ease. The aim of a documentary review was so to do 
content analysis of these study guides to see how these two departments responded to 
decolonisation post the FMF demands. This technique revealed that though the two departments 
have been receptive to decolonisation, ‘decolonising’ has been largely a prerogative of individual 
lecturers as opposed to being a systematic departmental program. This once more illustrates 
that decolonisation depends on the lecturers’ pedagogical stands and worldviews as this is what 
influence their knowledge and curriculum thinking. 
 
The table below provides a study guides list. It will help the reader not only to make sense of the 
findings but also recognise how content analysis was achieved.  
 
Name of Module University Obtained From Year 
Individual/Identity and Society UJ and Wits 2016-2019 
Sociological Theory UJ  2016 and 2019 
Wits 2018 and 2019 
Social Science Research Methods UJ 2016, 2017 and 2019 
 
My several attempts to get the study guides for Researching Social Life yielded no good results. 
From what I could gather, this was because the lecturer of this module and that of Sociological 
Theory had just inherited the course. The participant lecturer of Sociological Theory suggested 
that I reach out to his predecessor. My attempts in this regard also proved fruitless. I informed 
my participant who then told me that he might have a copy in his office. However, he was unable 
to scan it for me because we were under strict lockdown restrictions.  
 
I received the study guides for Individual/Identity and Society from 2016-2019 because of the 
secretaries of these departments. After contacting the Wits lecturer, he forwarded my email to 
the departmental secretary who was luckily due to be in the office the next day. She scanned 
and emailed them to me. Also, at UJ, the secretary sent me study guides of not only Individual 
and Society but also those of Social Science Research Methods and Sociological Theory. 
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However, she only had the 2016 study guide for Sociological Theory. She, therefore, 
recommended that I contact the lecturer who taught the module in other years. In this case, she 
was referring to Prof Tshoaedi, who is also my supervisor. Prof Tshoaedi kindly arranged with 
the department secretary that I be allowed access to her office to look for study guides. I scoured 
her office and only found the 2019 study guide. To get the 2018 Social Science Research Method 
study guide, I sent an email to the Dr Lance (pseudonym) and received an automated reply that 
he was on sabbatical. Adamant to get guides for Researching Social Life, I even emailed the 
Head of Department (HOD) who informed me that I needed to get ethical clearance from the 
university. Perhaps I could have resolved this problem by making HODs participants to this 
study. Content analysis was achieved using guides as shown in the table.  
 
According to Bloomberg and Volpe (2018), an issue with documentary review as a method of 
data collection is that documents tend to represent the views of the majority or minority and 
rarely find you find them representing the views of the complete whole. They present the views 
of the individuals who drafted them. Documents are subjective, and when analysing them, 
special attention must be given not only to what is written but also the context and time in which 
it was written. Similarly, Bloomberg and Volpe (2018:319) advise that when dealing with 
documents, “researchers should be concerned with situating [these] documents in the context 
and connecting these to a broader narrative, including the political, cultural, and social 
infrastructure that contain and also exist outside of the text”. This means that in dealing with 
these study guides I had to be aware of the ideological and political history of these institutions 
i.e., an idea that I addressed in my background chapter as this is not captured in the study guides 
themselves yet can influence what goes in the study guides. Thus, when reviewing these study 
guides, I was well aware of this history and that 2015-2016 was a volatile period for higher 
education in South Africa as this was the period of the FeesMustFall protests.  
 
4.8. Collecting data during Covid-19  
 
Collecting data during Covid-19 was not easy, it had its challenges as these were unchartered 
terrains. Having collected interviews at Wits already, the next phase was to collect interviews at 
UJ. Doing this was a challenge because when Covid-19 flared up, I was working on the 3rd drafts 
of my background, literature reviews and theoretical framework chapters. But soon after the 
president announced the lockdown in March, I noticed that I had to change my program and plan 
how I was going to collect data during the pandemic. I worked as fast as I could to finish these 
draft chapters so I could submit them to my supervisors and start with virtual data collection.  I 
am not a technologically savvy person, so I imagined this exercise to be daunting. This was a 
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new experience altogether, but I pulled through. My first virtual interview was with Dr Vusi Mkhize 
at UJ.  
 
I sent him an email asking for his participation and he replied within minutes agreeing to my 
request and immediately asked where I would conduct the interview. I replied that the meeting 
will be on Zoom but remembered that Zoom only caters for 45 minutes. This meant that I would 
have to schedule another meeting should our conversation exceed 45 minutes. From my 
previous interview experience with the Wits lecturers, 45 minutes was too little. Generally, all my 
interviews averaged 1 hour 45 minutes. Nonetheless, I sent him a Zoom invite and cautioned 
that I would have to reschedule another meeting should we not finish on the set day. I did a trial 
Zoom meeting with my girlfriend in order to safeguard myself that I could use Zoom. The success 
of the Zoom meeting with my girlfriend helped overcome my insecurities about collecting data 
virtually.  I sent Dr Mkhize and invite after satisfying myself that I could schedule a meeting and 
record it.  
 
During all my interviews, I recorded the meeting on Zoom and on my phone so that if I lost the 
Zoom recording, I had it on my phone, and this proved to be a very useful exercise. On one 
occasion, I thought I had recorded the interview on Zoom for the first few minutes and later 
discovered that I had not. I was lucky because my phone served as a backup. The other 
challenge that I faced when conducting virtual interviews was with my internet connection. Before 
the lockdown, I stayed at a student village (commune) in Brixton, a suburb near Auckland Park 
because of its proximity to the campus. During the lockdown, I moved back home in Protea Glen, 
a township North of Lenasia and West of Soweto. Like many townships in Soweto, Protea Glen 
experiences power cuts and when this happens, internet connection becomes unstable. I 
experienced this during my last UJ interview with Dr Crawford. Shortly after our interview started, 
there was a power cut and some of Dr Crawford’s responses got lost in the air, but I had prepared 
for this.  
 
For each virtual interview that I had, I had two sources of connection and this was helpful as it 
allowed me to switch my other internet source in cases where my internet became unstable. 
Overall, my experience with collecting data online shaped me. It taught me that as a qualitative 
researcher, I am required to be versatile and flexible to adapt to any situation that could arise 
during the research. It taught me that though we do plan and lay out the processes to follow 
during our data collection, what happens during data collection is the exact opposite of what we 
plan for. Thus, we need to approach a research with an open mind, prepared that anything may 
happen because it is our reaction to these challenges as researchers that moulds us for future 
research.  
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4.9. Power dynamics  
 
According to Karnieli-Miller, Strier and Pessach (2009), qualitative studies are influenced by 
hierarchical power relations between the researcher and the participants. Van der Riet and 
Boettiger (2009) assert that it is inevitable not to experience these power dynamics. They note 
that power relations also reflect the way knowledge flows and is generated. These dynamics 
affect research and how the researcher and the researched relate with each other. Given that 
my participants are lecturers, power dynamics were at play during the interviews. It was not easy 
for me as a to interview lecturers. I could not avoid the pressure to impress these lecturers as 
someone who knows my story as I was interviewing them. I felt this expectation when I was 
interviewing the Wits lecturers especially because I conducted my interviews during exam time. 
This made me prepare myself for all eventualities, as I explained earlier in this report. So, I woke 
up very early for my first interview and preparing myself thoroughly.  
 
I rehearsed my interviewing questions by reading them to myself. For the large part, since I was 
unfamiliar with who my participants were, I felt as though I had to do well because I was only 
representing my university but also my department and most importantly my supervisors. For 
me, interviewing Wits lecturers was an opportunity to represent Sociology at UJ. Thus, coupled 
with my passion for decoloniality, I felt I also had to represent myself well. The biggest challenge 
that I faced was having to switch from being a student to a researcher. It was a constant struggle 
because I left my place as a student while they took me as a researcher. I eased my nerves by 
convincing myself that I am first a researcher and a student last. Most of the time these lecturers 
kept on reminding me that I am a researcher as such I needed to take control and ownership of 
my study and drive the conversation. In truth, it was my participants who helped me to navigate 
through these power dynamics. They engaged with me as a researcher and not as a student. 
This empowered me to engage with them not as lecturers but as subjects of my study.   
 
 
4.10. Thematic and content analysis   
 
Qualitative data analysis is personal process. It is not static or rigidly defined by rules (Dawson 
2006). Rather, it is defined as the process of breaking down data into segments in order to 
identity themes (Patton 2002). It is a continuous process because the researcher has to 
constantly reflect on methods, they use to analyse their data (Dawson 2006). Thematic and 
content analysis were used to analyse the lecturers’ narratives. These two methods allowed me 
to analyse the data collected from interviews and study guides. Thematic analysis is an on-going, 
active process of analysing data through themes (Matthews and Ross 2010). In thematic 
analysis, analysis is not necessarily left until data is collected, the researcher starts analysing 
data at collection stage because emerging themes can be grouped together to further probe for 
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answers (Bazeley 2009). Thematic analysis, thus, enabled me to compare and contrast the 
lecturers’ narratives so as to get a sense of how the lecturers at UJ and Wits understand and 
have individually responded to students demands. 
 
Braun and Clarke (2006) contend that there are six phases of thematic analysis, namely, 
familiarising oneself with the transcripts, creating codes to highlight a thread of themes, 
reviewing, defining and naming themes, thereby producing a report. These six phases were 
adhered to when analysing data to an extent that I looked at my transcripts many times until I 
was familiar with all of them. This enabled me to create a thread and code identified themes. I 
proceeded to engage with these responses and reviewed them so that I could group those which 
answered my aims and objectives. I also identified responses that did not speak to my aims and 
objectives as they provided a unique and interesting lens to the topic I was exploring. At the end, 
five themes emerged from my analysis. Equally, this study also used content analysis when 
reviewing the study guides of these two departments. For the large part, content analysis is far 
more mechanical than thematic analysis because analysis is left until all data is collected 
(Dawson 2006). It is a systematic review of documents (Babbie and Mouton 2003). Using content 
analysis, I reviewed study guides of the modules that I sampled. These themes are discussed in 
my findings where they are also linked with debates in literature.  
 
4.11. Ensuring trustworthiness 
 
Since qualitative researchers are instruments of data collection, they have to establish rapport 
with their participants, to ensure that their participants feel comfortable to share their realities. 
Meaning that researchers need to ensure that their study is trustworthy. Trustworthiness is 
crucial in qualitative research as it informs and reassures the reader about the significance of 
the study (Bloomberg and Volpe 2018). It binds the researcher to represent the views of their 
participants as they are in the findings (Dawson 2006). With trustworthiness, the researcher 
needs to convince the reader that their findings are credible to make a worthy contribution to 
existing body of literature (Du Plooy-Cilliers et al. 2014). Strategies I employed to ensure 
trustworthiness were that I took notes during data collection, did peer debriefing. This included 
examination of previous studies and giving a background of Sociology in South Africa. Examining 
previous literature and studies enabled me to understand that there was a gap of literature that 
needed to be filled as previous studies spoke mostly on the need for decolonisation and less on 
how universities were actually responding to this need. I was then able to investigate the politics 
of power, knowledge and truth from a southern perspective. Taking notes during the interviews 
allowed me to capture the lecturer’s non-verbal emotional behaviours and their reactions to the 
questions.  
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4.12. Reflections of the researcher on the research topic 
 
Reflexivity is one of the important elements of qualitative research and it refers to the epistemic 
position that the researcher holds within the study (Kelemen and Rumens 2008). It involves a 
continuous process of self-scrutiny from the researcher (Bourke 2014), where the researcher 
constantly reflects on their own cultural, social, political and economic biases. Mills and Birks 
(2014) argued that reflexivity is an active systematic process in which researchers constantly 
reflect on their position. This means that as researchers conduct their study, they need to 
constantly report on their cultural and ontological biases because these biases can potentially 
influence their study. Part of being reflexive as a qualitative researcher is to trust your findings 
and recognise that they represent the direct views on your participants and that these views can 
always be different than yours. This means that researchers must always locate themselves in 
their study so that they can distinguish their views and those of their participants (Van Stapele 
2014). This is undertaken to circumvent invalid studies that do not represent the views of the 
participants. Ali (2015) argued that reflexivity is the understanding that there is the “self” and the 
“other” during research and how the former and latter understands each phenomenon is different 
as each one of them is influenced by their reality.  
 
Being reflexive also include recognising that writing is subjective, and it comes from deep within 
ourselves and that it is not possible to completely detach oneself from the study. This is to say 
that it is our own biases and curiosities that give rise to our studies and part of locating ourselves 
from our studies includes reporting on and embracing these biases. Informing this study were 
my own epistemic and ontological biases because I entered this study as a fallist activist and UJ 
MA Sociology student who went through its curriculum from undergraduate and postgraduate 
level. Shortly after the FMF protests, I began to reflect on the UJ Sociology undergraduate 
curriculum and could not help but notice how much of its curricula was Westernised and 
exclusionary to epistemologies of the Global South. I realised this exclusion in 2018. I was an 
honours Sociology student at the time when I recognised how much of the literature, we engaged 
with in Social Theory was influenced by Northern worldviews. My only gripe was the way in which 
the course was organised, which presumed that Africa or the Global South cannot theorise. 
Ironically, it was in this same module that introduced me briefly to the works of Bernard 
Magubane, Akiwowo Akinsola, Raewyn Connell, Jimi Adesina, Sabelo Ndlovu-Gatsheni, Achille 
Mbembe and Bongani Nyoka.  
 
It was mostly in honours that we were taught to be critical of literature and reason with it from 
the position of our own cultural and social realities. In class, we would debate some of the work 
of these scholars and my interest in the politics of knowledge and decolonisation thereof grew. I 
became more vested in reading decolonial literature in order to understand knowledge 
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inequalities. I failed to comprehend why it took me five years (2014-2018) of studying Sociology 
to be taught of the works of African scholars while I was bombarded with Marx, Weber and 
Durkheim constantly in the last five years. I began to question the departments’ curricula content, 
the lecturers’ teaching methods as well as the epistemic positions that influenced their 
knowledge selection for their curriculum. It did not make sense to me that African scholars are 
taught least, and that knowledge seemed to be hierarchised because some knowledge systems 
are taught first and others later. This is where my interest in pursuing a study of the departments 
of Sociology at UJ and Wits grew because I wanted to compare how these two departments 
responded to the call for decolonisation.  
 
As a first year Sociology tutor since 2018, I would sometimes ask my students, during tutorials 
if they knew the works of any African philosopher. I would do the same for some the second- 
and third-year students in my occasional conversations with them at campus or when I stood in 
for some of my colleagues who tutored second- and third-year students.  Some of them would 
report that they were aware of the works of Biko and his Black Consciousness philosophy. Most 
of them knew Western scholars predominantly the works of Marx, Weber, Durkheim and 
Parsons, more than they knew of works of Frantz Fanon, Chinua Achebe or Ngugi wa Thiong’o. 
They did not know these works because they had never been taught about them. Those who 
knew them were mostly from the Economic Freedom Fighters’ (EFF) student command on 
campus because they had an independent political school where they would read Fanon to draw 
inspiration in their struggle for free education and decolonisation. It seemed to me that for one 
to know the African theory, one needed to read on themselves as that was not something that 
he could be taught within the discipline of Sociology. This however is a problem because as a 
student, one ends up knowing more of Europe than they would know about Africa. I found this 
colonising and condescending because it taught Africans to aspire to be European. 
 
Going to the field, I was influenced by these positions. I was determined to try to understand why 
this was happening in Sociology, a discipline that prides itself in studying society and its 
complexities. I explained this to all my participants when I introduced myself during our 
interviews. I acknowledged this to be my position and was keen to hear their experiences as 
they teach and design the very curriculum that I had misgivings with. Being a Sociology student, 
my experiences with the discipline and my position as a fallist activist influenced me to pursue 
this study. During field work, these positions were challenged because I understood for the first 
time the exercise of decolonising curricula from the position of lecturers. I was made aware of 
the challenges that they face chief to those being the internationalisation of higher education 
without increasing staff because universities are fixated with the global ranking system. I 
understood that while the university and the faculty may have been strong on the call for 
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decolonisation, the mechanism they employed to make lecturers account for decolonisation 
program was poorly coordinated as there were no monitoring systems and guidelines to assess 
decoloniality.  
 
Understanding decolonisation from the curriculum and from the perspective of lecturers made 
me realise that the challenges these lecturers face arise from their own epistemic positions. For 
example, lecturers who believed in decolonisation worked towards decolonising the curriculum 
while those who did not, did nothing because they assumed that Sociology is fine the way it is. 
My participants were aware of my position and though our positions differed at times, I 
encouraged them to narrate their reality. We engaged from a mutual position of respect. 
Sometimes I did not know how to refer to myself when asking questions. I would sometimes say 
something like “as students we felt like this during the protests”. Data collection was for me a 
constant struggle because I kept reminding myself that I was not a student but a researcher. 
 
4.13. Dealing with ethical issues  
 
Since this research studied human subjects, it was important that I adhere to ethics so to protect 
the rights of my participants. Ethics are important in research as they deal with power imbalances 
and ensure that researchers do not over-exercise their power and undermine the research 
participants (Bless et al 2013). Ethics were one aspect of my study that proved to be challenge. 
I did not know how, for instance I could give a thorough description of my participants without 
disclosing any information that might compromise their identity. Ethics was one thing that my 
participants stressed when they agreed to take part in my study. While they consented to voice 
recordings, my duty was to make sure that I concealed their identity. The participants’ strong 
feelings to remain anonymous made me suspect that I was probing a subject that they were not 
allowed to talk about outside their workspaces. At times during the interviews, I felt as if some 
lecturers were telling me things, they thought I wanted to hear and not what was actually 
happening in their respective departments. I became aware of this when my probing made some 
participants uncomfortable, more especially those lecturers who had recently started their 
teaching career.  
 
One lecturer did not ‘care’ if I quote him and disclosed his identity. He informed me that his 
colleagues would identify him when I quote him no matter my attempts to hide his identity. No 
doubt his position had a bearing on his attitude towards anonymity. He was well established in 
his career compared to the other participants who stressed that I should not disclose their 
identity. However, regardless of their positions all my participants were treated equally and with 
respect. I stressed that participation was voluntary and should any of them feel uncomfortable, 
they are free to withdraw anytime from the study. I emphasised this right with an understanding 
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that we have different ideological inclinations and that decolonising the curriculum is a contested 
terrain. Before taking part in the study, all participants were sent the invitation letter and consent 
form. The letter consisted all the necessary information in order for the participants to familiarise 
themselves with my project (Payne and Payne 2004 and Matthews and Ross 2010).  
 
Participants were sent invitations to take part in the project via email and asked to sign the 
consent form as it stipulated their role as participants in the study (Kumar 2005). This is because 
they have the right to be informed of the purpose and risks involved in participating in the study 
so that they make a conscious decision to participant fully aware of all this (Bless et al 2013 and 
Ryen 2016). All this information was disclosed in the information letter and consent form that 
was sent to them via email after they expressed their willingness to participate in this study. It is 
worth emphasising that ethics govern researchers in the field, so as to ensure that their studies 
do not cause harm to participants and are morally acceptable (Bloomberg and Volpe 2018). This 
understanding made me guarantee the participants’ choice and comfortability by holding 
interviews in spaces where they felt free and comfortable.  
 
Before conducting this study, ethical clearance was acquired from the University of 
Johannesburg’s Faculty of Humanities Ethical Committee.  When analysing data, pseudonyms 
were used so as to protect and not compromise the real identities of my participants. Other 
ethical issues include privacy, anonymity and confidentiality (Bloomberg and Volpe 2018). 
However, anonymity was one of the biggest challenges that I faced in this study. Some of the 
quotes I could not use as they would easily reveal the identities of my participants. This was 
something that I constantly had to reflect on throughout my study. But to the best of my ability, 
the names of my participants and their personal details and recordings are only known to me. 
All this information will be stored safe on Google Drive protected by a password that is only 
known to me and will be destroyed after this dissertation has been submitted, graded and 
finalised. 
 
4.14.  Conclusion   
This chapter discussed the qualitative research approach that guided this study during the 
collecting and analysis of narratives. Following a social constructivist approach, I captured the 
narratives and experiences of Sociology lecturers. Lecturers shared with me how they have 
responded to decolonisation. Using an in-depth semi-structured interviews, I was able to probe 
for nuanced responses from my participants and this allowed them to further clarify their 
responses. Instruments that were used to analyse the lecturers’ narratives were also outlined. 
This chapter also discussed the strategies that I followed to ensure the authenticity of this study. 
This entailed exploring the Southern literature as well as literature on the state of Sociology in 
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South Africa. I also reflected on my position as the researcher in this chapter, where I reported 
on my biases and how these influenced me to come up with this study. This chapter also outlined 
ethical issues, such as confidentiality, and protecting participants. Having reflected on my 
methodology, the next chapter discusses the findings. It is in this chapter that I analyse lecturers 
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The FeesMustFall movements revitalised debates for decolonisation. To be specific, 
decolonisation of the curriculum as well as the African university. This chapter presents the 
findings, I have thematised these findings using the aims and objectives of this study, as 
highlighted in chapter one. Before I delved into these themes, I first presented lecturers’ 
understandings of decolonisation and how UJ and Wits responded to decolonisation. From that 
point, I moved to highlight Sociology’s response to decolonisation, reveal curriculum changes in 
Sociology since the FMF students protests and how the FMF ideas influenced assessments and 
teaching methods. It should also be noted that this chapter will also highlighted some of the 
observed limitations of the FMF movement. These limitations, as I shall show below help us 
understand why FMF’s ability to exert pressure on universities to decolonise was limited.    
  
 
5.2. Understanding decolonisation  
The general consensus about the meaning of decolonisation from scholars such as Mbembe 
(2015, 2016), Jansen (2019) and Ndlovu-Gatsheni (2016) is that decolonisation is the 
representation or the existence of knowledge from different geographical locations, histories, 
languages and cultures. The findings of this study showed that lecturers’ understanding of 
decolonisation is not the same. On the one hand, there are lecturers who understand it as it was 
understood in the 1960s, who perceive it as an anticolonial project. On the other hand, there are 
those who link this political focus with an epistemological focus to argue that decolonisation is 
about epistemology. For Dr Mkhize: 
 
I am probably one of those people who still want a deeper discussion about the whole 
notion of decoloniality because it is still an ongoing discussion. Decolonisation is not a 
project of erasure. It’s not a project of saying Marx is no longer relevant simply because 
he was in Europe when he wrote because his theory of class is still important but there 
are those in decoloniality who believe that we must just get rid of these people and find 
local scholars. I dismiss that view (Dr Mkhize, 3 July 2020, UJ).  
 
This analysis that decolonisation is not an erasure process is not unique to literature. In fact, it 
concurs with assertions made by decolonial scholars in Quijano (2000, 2007), Mignolo (2009), 
Dastile and Ndlovu-Gatsheni (2013) that decolonisation is not the rejection of Western 
knowledge but a critique of the epistemologies that produce these knowledge as they 
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delegitimised non-Western knowledges. From Dr Mkhize’s remark, we learnt that there is a 
difference in opinion regarding what decolonisation is in that some understand it as a process of 
erasure where you reject Western knowledge for African knowledge. In this instance, there is a 
sense of fear from white academics that decolonisation might take opportunities from them and 
open up major opportunities for black academics. But this is not the aim of decolonisation. 
Decolonisation seeks to harmonise racial inequalities between whites and blacks by revealing 
and addressing the injustices of the past (Mbembe 2015 and Ndlovu-Gatsheni 2016). The 
discomfort from white academics might be because they fail to understand the fundamental aim 
of decolonisation given that they perceive it not as an equalising mechanism but a threat to their 
privileges.  
 
Dr Ncube understood decolonisation like scholars of decoloniality, cited above. He argued:  
 
For me decolonial theory is not just talking about people from the continent, it’s about 
different perspective, it’s about suppressed knowledges that you are bringing to the fore. 
It’s not just about South African knowledge, it’s not just about black knowledge, it’s about 
knowledges that are oppressed, subjugated and silenced. So, if you bring them to the fore, 
for me you are decolonising. Remember decolonial is the opposite of colonial; a colonial 
one is domineering knowledge, is an oppressive knowledge that says my perspective is 
the only perspective that goes because is the universal perspective. But we cannot have 
a universal knowledge, there needs to be a conglomeration of knowledges (Dr Ncube, 10 
November 2019, Wits). 
 
Dr Ncube just like Dr Mkhize does not understand decolonisation as an erasure process where 
we reject Western knowledge for African knowledge. His assertion is that decolonial theory is 
basically an acknowledgement that knowledge needs to be decentralised from one location to 
the other. Decoloniality is an acknowledgement that there are many knowledges out there and 
that no knowledge is superior than the other. Thus, a decolonised curriculum does not teach 
only our perspectives because our perspectives are not the only ones in the world (Ndlovu-
Gatsheni (2016). Instead it teaches our perspectives with others so that there is a synergy of 
ideas and knowledge.  
 
This is the kind of decolonisation that decolonial scholars such as Mignolo (2007a, 2007b), 
Escobar (2007) and La Grange (2019), advanced. This therefore is the decolonisation that does 
not only critique Western epistemologies and modes of theorising but also those from the South. 
This assertion is in line with debates championed by Jansen (2019) who maintained that 
decolonisation is an anti-colonial project of undoing colonialism. On the other side of the 
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spectrum, Wa Thiong’o (1987) and Ndlovu-Gatsheni (2016) marry this political focus with an 
epistemological as well as an ontological focus recognising that undoing colonisation politically 
is insufficient, because colonialism did not only commit political crimes but also epistemic and 
linguistic ones. There is, a need therefore to decolonise our minds and how we theorise (Wa 
Thiong’o, 1987). 
 
These previous assertations show that decolonisation of knowledge is about critiquing the way 
in which knowledge is produced. Dr Ncube and Mkhize’s remarks indicate that when we 
decolonise, we disrupt the geographies and/or hierarchies of. Dr Mnisi gave another lens to this. 
He noted: 
 
For me decolonisation is about epistemology and ontology. By that, I mean theory of 
knowledge and the theory of being. When you decolonise something, for me, you have 
to prove first, the epistemological and ontological limits of colonial scholarship. And by 
that I simply mean, I am for knowledge, knowledge that you can critique, knowledge that 
you modify, knowledge that you can stretch beyond its borders and knowledge that you 
can challenge. I am very much against the idea of critiquing knowledge simply because 
of where it comes from.  
 
I want to look at your idea and how it contributes towards knowledge. We cannot say we 
are decolonising the curriculum if we don’t ask questions from our own experience. 
Decolonisation is asking honest questions about our environment and those questions 
will be politically incorrect, those questions will be against the framework of Western 
scholarship and those questions won’t attract funding but decoloniality presuppose we 
ask them (Dr Mnisi, 8 November 2019, Wits). 
 
From this perspective, Dr Mnisi recognised that the decolonisation of Nkrumah and Nyerere or 
that of the 1960s is different from that of today. In the 1960s just as Nkrumah and Nyerere 
reminded us that decolonisation was an anti-colonial task (Ashby 1964) as scholars in that era 
were fixated with doing to Europe what Europe did to Africa. Decolonisation was, as argued by 
Ki-Zerbo (2005) a national building project because the 1960s were periods were leaders wanted 
to build their countries from the ruins of colonialism However, above, Dr Mnisi like Ndlovu-
Gatsheni (2016) spoke of decolonisation outside the scope of the 1960s. He argued that 
decolonisation not only speaks to African realities but all those in the world. He imagined 
decolonisation as an epistemic, linguistic, cultural and political project against coloniality.  
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Dr Mnisi equally went on to argue in his observations that decolonisation is also about asking 
questions from the position of our location. He asserted that decoloniality asks these questions 
even if they are politically incorrect and against the framework of Western scholarship. It does 
this because instead of conforming to the status quo, it disrupts the status quo and exposes the 
epistemic and linguistic violences that the South suffers in the hands of the North. From these 
understandings of decoloniality as given by Drs Mkhize, Ncube and Mnisi one is inclined to argue 
just like Ndlovu-Gatsheni (2016), Mbembe (2016) and Jansen (2019) that the ultimate aim of 
decolonisation is to equalise knowledge and truth beyond the current racial, epistemic and 
linguistic hierarchies. For Dr Hayford: 
 
I think of decolonisation in two stages; the first stage you want to try to see if you want to 
get a sit at the table. You don’t care what is in the table, the table would be your academic 
spaces in the early 1990s and early 2000s. And then from around 2010 onwards people 
started giving attention to these students that had now been placed into these universities 
and students were saying, hold on a second, I just don’t want a sit at the table, it is my 
chair. I get to decide what is on that table (Dr Hayford, 14 July 2020, UJ). 
 
Dr Hayford thought of decolonisation two stages. The first phase speaks of transformation and 
issues of access wherein she highlights the many racial discriminations and exclusions of the 
university for a sit at the table. It speaks of bringing in black people into the university and not 
transforming practices (Kgosiemang (2019). The second stage turns the attention to these 
students who now occupy at these tables. In the second stage, Dr Hayford argued that students 
started to realise how the spaces they have been allowed to are still racialised as practices had 
not changed. The decolonisation of the first stage is like that 1960s while that in the second 
stage speaks to todays. 
 
That of the 1960s we learned from Ki-Zerbo (2005) and Chacha (2003) was about national 
building, that of today disrupts and critiques the very foundations of this building project. FMF 
reasoned from this position, they used the early post-colonial critiques of the university from 
people like Mamdani (1993, 1998) and Mazrui (2005) coupled with those of Nkrumah and 
Nyerere to use their sit at the table to demand decolonisation of the curriculum and that of the 
university. The FMF activists wanted to have a say into what goes into the curriculum. Below I 
discuss UJ and Wits’ response to decolonisation. 
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5.3. Universities’ responses to decolonisation  
When students took to the streets to call for decolonisation, they were essentially saying they 
could not breath in universities as they were being alienated. Before examining what Sociology 
has done to decolonise, I explored universities’ responses to the project of decolonisation. 
 
5.3.1. Universities responded poorly as the call was framed  
 
 
The task of decolonising curricula is a collaborative task, one that must be endorsed by the entire 
university structure i.e., faculties and departments. For a project that is as philosophical like 
decolonisation, for it to bear fruit, it needs to be adequately articulated but there is a strong belief 
among lecturers that though the call for decolonisation was valid, it was poorly framed because 
students were not strategic in their demand for decoloniality (Dr Mkhize, 3 July 2020 and Dr 
Mnisi, 8 November 2019). Speaking on how the university responded to decolonisation, Dr Mnisi 
had this to say: 
 
The university responded as poorly as the demand has been framed. It has responded 
in piecemeal, in a way to abate anger and frustrations of students. Its response has been 
cosmetic, in a sense that if the toilet says men, banna and amadoda, that’s how the 
university has responded. For substantive issues, it has left curriculum issues to lecturers 
(Dr Mnisi, 8 November 2019, Wits). 
 
The poorly framed demand for decolonisation equally led to universities responding poorly to the 
decolonisation project because its response was not decisive, nor did it do justice to decoloniality 
because it responded in piecemeal and to abate students’ anger. Dr Mnisi’s analysis suggests 
that by students ‘failing’ to be strategic in their demand for decolonisation, their ability to exert 
pressure on the university to decolonise was limited. Having reviewed literature from the fallists 
i.e., those who write in Chinguno et al (2017) and from Chikane and Breakey (2015), I can argue 
that the ‘capture’ of management at the SMH as argued by Ndlovu (2017) is enough to refute Dr 
Mnisi’s claim that the students were not strategic. Dr Mkhize also addressed the idea that 
universities responded in piecemeal: 
 
My sense is that UJ seems to go with where the winds are blowing. When the campaign 
was still going on in 2016, UJ for instance started sending out templets, it was part of 
your performance review that your department has to show what they are doing for 
decolonisation. For me, I don’t think the university has grasped properly the depth of this 
issue…They treated it as something they must quickly respond to. That it’s like there are 
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people who are marching for decolonisation, so, let’s decolonise (Dr Mkhize, 3 July 2020, 
UJ).  
 
For Dr Mkhize, universities have not fully grasped the depth of decolonisation. He argued that 
UJ seems to be going with the winds because its response has been the desire to be politically 
correct. His observation suggests that UJ was only receptive to decolonisation when the protests 
were at their peak in 2016. Instead of universities, in this case UJ, taking decolonisation as a 
deeply philosophically entrenched project, they took it as something that they needed to quickly 
respond to in order to stop students from protesting. This makes Heleta (2016) and Hendricks’ 
(2017) assertion that universities have been since 1994 struggling to decolonise to hold. Though 
these scholars did not put it exactly like Dr Mkhize, their assertions link with that of Dr Mkhize in 
that they too are critical of universities response to decolonisation.  
 
From scholars of decolonisation notably Mignolo (2007a, 2007b), Mbembe (2015, 2016) and 
Ndlovu-Gatsheni (2016) to name a few, we learned that decolonisation is a collaborative task, 
one that must be embraced by the university leadership. However, in UJ, such commitment is 
questionable in that the leadership of the university is heading on a different direction with the 
new VC striving towards 4IR. Questioning UJ’s commitment to the political project of 
decolonisation is Dr Mkhize who argued: 
 
Two years or three years later [after the protests], we got a new VC, and he is pushing 
the so-called 4IR. With 4IR was the farewell to decolonisation, we no longer get those 
templets. He is passionate about something else called 4IR and you see even the UJ 
branding, it has got nothing to do with decolonisation, it has got nothing to do with African 
relevance. So, sometime personalities do make an impact because now the influence 
and the culture has changed (Dr Mkhize, 8 July 2020, UJ).  
 
Dr Mkhize’s view that 4IR spelled the end of decolonisation at UJ is compelling because 4IR has 
now become the buzzword at UJ. The concern for Dr Mkhize is that while we cannot do anything 
but to prepare for 4IR, we must at least negotiate the position to which we prepare for it because 
much of these technologies carry with them a colonial allegiance. He went on to argue that 
decolonial scholars are more relevant in the 4IR more than ever because they assist us unearth 
this colonial allegiance by offering harsher critiques of the 4IR. He maintained that before 
embracing 4IR, UJ must first decolonise because 4IR has claims of universality and 
decolonisation of pluriversity. According to him, unless 4IR is decolonised, it is likely to shape 
society in colonial ways and worsen the hierarchies in knowledge. 
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Scholars of decolonisation can even make a harsher critique of 4IR because I think as 
opposed to thinking about it as decolonisation vs 4IR, I would go further and argue that 
actually what 4IR does is that it brings technologies that tend to be owned by the West, 
so that is already colonial and secondly when these technologies are implemented, they 
are likely to reshape society in colonial ways or at least European ways. In this sense if 
you think about it, it doesn’t mean that decolonial theorists should feel that they are being 
displaced, they can help us show how 4IR is in fact a continuation of the colonial project 
(Dr Mkhize, 8 July 2020, UJ).  
 
Dr Mkhize further outlined the relevance of decolonial theorists in the 4IR discourse. He argued 
that as opposed to viewing it as survival of the fittest between 4IR and decolonisation, the real 
question that decolonial theorists must help us grapple with is the question of ownership, to say 
who owns this 4IR and what does it mean for South Africa. To add, even those reasoning from 
a Foucauldian lens could be relevant in the 4IR because like decolonial theorists, they unmask 
the mechanics of power in society (Smart 1988). Decolonial scholars are relevant because 
Escobar (2007) Grosfoguel (2007), Mignolo (2007a, 2007b) and Dastile and Ndlovu-Gatsheni 
(2013) note that decolonial theory is war against totalising perspectives.  
 
Equally, Dr Mkhize’s view that we should engage with 4IR from the position of our experience it 
is not unique to literature. We can use Mafeje’s (1976, 1984) endogeneity to unpack this. In 
arguing against alterity and pursuing endogeneity, Adesina (2006) and Nyoka (2019b) noted that 
Mafeje reminded us that we need to engage with knowledge from within. The same can be said 
with how Africa or the South should engage with 4IR. We need to engage with 4IR from the 
position of our experience in order to prove the inequalities that come with it. Using decolonial 
theory, we can learn that what 4IR means for the South and North is different. We are able to 
challenge the perception that the North is the producer and the South consumer of knowledges 
that come with 4IR.  
 
Universities responded poorly to decolonisation because the call itself was poorly framed as Dr 
Mnisi and Dr Mkhize have shown above. Fallists also argued in Chinguno et al (2017) that 
universities commitment to decolonisation is questionable. The reluctance to decolonise has led 
to Kgosiemang’s (2019) postulations that these universities are essentially post-apartheid-
apartheid universities. Mamdani (2017) even went to an extend of arguing that students are 
taught a curriculum that glorifies the North in these universities, which propagates the misguided 
view African cannot theorise. Universities responded poorly to decolonisation because of how 
poorly the demand was framed. Decolonisation was a by-the-way thing (Dr Mnisi) because the 
fees issue was more popular than decolonisation (Dr Mkhize). 
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  Dr Mnisi put this way: 
 
The demands for decolonised curriculum was just a ‘by-the-way’ thing or an extension of 
the original demands for fees to fall. Students included many other things which they 
were frustrated with at varsity and lumped them with their demands for an unaffordable 
education. So, for me it was not a strong demand not because of its value but because 
of how, where and when it was framed. But students were within their right to demand a 
decolonised curriculum but unfortunately it was poorly conceptualised because it was 
expressed at a high point of frustration with the fees (Dr Mnisi, 8 November 2019 Wits).  
 
For Dr Mnisi, the demand for decolonisation should have been separate from the fees issue 
because students expressed decolonisation from the position of anger and lumped it with other 
issues. The depth of the issues that students addressed as Chinguno (2017), CHE (2017), Le 
Grange (2019) and Mamdani (2017) showed suggest that the students should have called for 
decolonisation from the beginning instead of fees to fall. That way they would have been able to 
address the fees issue coupled with issues of financial exclusion, access and the curriculum 
because they would have spoken truth to power and challenged all manner of inequalities that 
exists in universities.  
 
Looked in a different lens, one found it justifiable that students lumped all the issues that 
frustrated them at the university with decolonisation. From the literature, we are reminded that 
the issues of the university are not new. Assessments from scholars such as Mbembe (2016), 
Ndlovu-Gatsheni (2016) and Heleta (2016) reminded us that black bodies are racialised in 
universities. From dealing with institutionalised racisms, they need to also deal with a curriculum 
that does not account for their daily realities (Mamdani 2017). Universities’ unwillingness to 
transform is what made students to lump the many issues they were faced with at university with 
decolonisation. Had universities been open to post-colonial proposals of universities from 
Nkrumah and Nyerere, the racism that black students are subjected to would have been 
addressed.  
 
Another reason that showed that students’ “decolonisation was a by the-way thing” just as Dr 
Mnisi argued is that the fees issue resonated with students more than decolonisation.  
 
I think the call for decolonisation even in the student movement seemed not to hold the 
same momentum as fees. So, the fees thing seems to have more prominence than the 
curriculum thing. I think that is probably because the students are not clear on what side 
are, they supposed to be fighting this struggle. Whether or not they are fighting at a more 
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systemic level in terms of the university wide or the national wide or are they fighting it 
firstly by mobilising fellow students to demand decolonisation because if you want 
something to be a campaign, you need to articulate it (Dr Mkhize 3 July 2020, UJ).  
 
This observation suggests that during the protests, students were reasoning from the position of 
their anger and lumped the many issues they faced with decolonisation. But, in the defence of 
students, one could also argue that students had a right to reason from this anger because they 
did not have time to plan their direction because they could not breath in these spaces (Mbembe 
2016). Their anger was justified because their critique of the university was not new. The 1976 
youth argued along the same line hence Masilela (2017) noted that the FMF activists took a walk 
in the 1976s shoes, as it was argued earlier on.  
 
Dr Mkhize’s assertion is equally problematic especially because he argued that the FMF 
movement was not properly articulated. While this might be true from his position (lecturer), it is 
not true from the FMF point of view,. The view that FMF was not concerned with students’ issues 
only but also with those of workers is enough to refute the view that FMF was poorly coordinated. 
Also, if the FMF movement was not well articulated, students would not have ‘spent a night with 
management’ at the SMH as Ndlovu (2017) put it. If it was not articulated, Ally et al (2019) would 
not have joined in solidarity with students at Wits. The FMF movement did not only give students 
a voice, it also gave academics a voice to contest with management at Wits. Habib (2019) would 
not have written a book accusing academics notably Ally et al (2019) of wanting to cause political 
mayhem. 
 
FMF was certainly a wakeup call for universities to realise the need to review their curriculum so 
that everyone’s reality is accounted for. It is in this view that Ndlovu-Gatsheni (2016), Meda 
(2019) and La Grange (2017, 2019) maintained that it was shortly after the FMF movement that 
efforts to reimagine the curriculum began. According to Prof Smith, the “FeesMustFall was a big 
wake up call. But the problem with calls is that people forget…they go back to sleep” (14 
November 2019, Wits) 
 
This is true because universities have since the FMF movement went back to sleep. They have 
returned to their old ways. Universities are at a negative movement because the old antagonisms 
are still evident today (Mbembe 2015). Universities were open to decolonisation when protests 
were at their peak, but nothing transpired when no one was watching. Prof Smith even went to 
an extend of questioning universities commitment to decolonisation and argued: 
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We massify the institution without increasing the staff, so the workload is much heavier. 
There is [also] much more pressure on us to publish. There is also a new performance 
management system…which we have opposed as academics where management is 
forcing us to respond to certain targets because management is fixated with the global 
ranking of universities. Alongside personal ambition, if you want to get ahead, you don’t 
engage in discussions of decolonisation, you publish and if you look at these university 
rankings, nothing points outs to decolonisation (Prof Smith, 14 November 2019, Wits). 
 
Prof Smith was critical of universities commitment to decolonisation and pointed to the many 
pressures that lecturers’ face at the university. His views were that the massification of higher 
education with limited staff has increased the workload and that limits decolonisation. He also 
argued that consistent with their teaching obligation, lecturers are expected to do research and 
publish because universities are fixated with the ranking system which has got nothing to do with 
decolonisation or African relevance. Mbembe (2016) equally spoke to this arguing that running 
the university along neoliberal and capitalist politics as though they are corporations, has made 
universities to be obsessed with numbers and lecturers’ efficiency to be measured by how many 
articles they publish not what kind of knowledge they pursue.  
 
Prof Smith’s assertation also confirmed Connell’s (2014) argument that because universities, 
especially those in the South are ran along Euro-North American standards, lecturers are also 
forced to cite Western scholars for international recognition. The issue is not only massification 
but also the internationalisation or McDonaldisation. The term ‘McDonaldisation’ was used to 
bring to the fore the point that higher education resembles the characteristics of the fast food 
McDonalds restaurant because it is predictable, calculated and rationalised. Universities have 
these characteristics because they are concerned with making higher education appeal to the 
international community rather than their local audience.  
 
5.4. Sociology’s response to decolonisation  
 
The findings showed that Sociology’s response to decolonisation has been individualistic rather 
than collective. They also revealed that the task of decolonising the curriculum has been the task 
of individual political and ideological orientation. For Prof Smith: 
 
When I was on sabbatical in 2016, there was a workshop on decolonisation...When I 
came, there was also a discussion, but it was not clear what people have done with what 
they were teaching. But some individuals have included African theorists or even 
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attempted to use more local examples. But as a department… [there has not been] a 
collective project [to decolonise] (Prof Smith 14 November 2019, Wits).  
 
Prof Smith’s observations suggested though there has been a workshop on decolonisation, the 
department is yet to provide guidelines on how decolonisation of the curriculum should actually 
happen. There has not been a collaborative effort to decolonise instead it has been individuals 
in their own courses who have made efforts to decolonise. This went to show that decolonising 
has been a struggle of balancing academic freedom and meeting the demands of the students 
to decolonise education. Prof Smith’s remark showed that his department has since FMF held 
workshops to debate decolonisation. But from sociological critiques from Sitas (1997), Adesina 
(2002) and Nyoka (2012) we are reminded that it is not enough to just debate decolonisation, 
we need to do it. It is paramount that Sociology moves from just debating to doing decolonisation 
because critiques that Sociology South Africa is Westernised are not new, Magubane (1971) 
and Mafeje (1984) wrote of these issues.   
 
Dr Crawford had this to say about how Sociology at UJ responded to decolonisation: 
 
There were plenty of seminars and in every faculty meeting, there was an agenda point 
talking about decolonisation of the curriculum. At least from the sociology department, it 
was on our agenda to start relooking at our modules to see where we can improve and 
address the issues students were raising (Dr Crawford, 17 July 2020, UJ).  
 
Dr Crawford’s assertion testifies that decolonisation of the curriculum was discussed in a number 
of seminars at UJ, particularly the Sociology department. This is something that Prof Smith also 
raised with respect to Wits in that he too argued that in 2016, the department held seminars 
about decolonisation. The academics quoted above speak to the idea that their departments 
have not been silenced with decolonisation. It would have would have helped to analyse the 
topics that were covered but that information was not avail. I can only assume that these 
seminars were focused on decolonising the curriculum in the Sociology departments both at UJ 
and Wits. In light of these debates, Dr Mkhize argued that: 
 
I am probably one of those people who still want a deeper discussion about the whole 
notion of decoloniality because it is still an ongoing discussion. I never teach a module 
without bringing in an African scholar and I don’t know if that counts as decolonisation 
(Dr Mkhize, 3 July 2020, UJ).  
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The need for more debates describes the depths of decolonisation. This assertion suggested 
that lecturers have not reached a consensus about the whole idea of decoloniality. This lack of 
consensus could be because some understand decolonisation as an anticolonial project as was 
conceived in the 1960s by Nyerere and Nkrumah Ashby (1964) and Chacha (2003), and as both 
a political and epistemic project just as Ndlovu-Gatsheni (2016), Mbembe (2019) and Mamdani 
(2019) imagines it to be. The fact that Dr Mkhize does not teach a module without bringing in an 
African scholar confirms Prof Smith’s earlier argument that it is individuals who have responded 
to decolonisation and not departments.  
 
5.5. Curriculum changes in Sociology since FMF 
 
There are varied views on how Sociology responded to decolonisation. Some lecturers believe 
that the protests have brought about the Africanisation of the curriculum which has led to the 
cataloguing of African scholars.   
 
5.5.1. The cataloguing of African scholars 
 
According to Dr Hayford the FMF protests at UJ has resulted in cataloguing of African authors 
and some lecturers have responded in a ‘tick box approach’. She put it thus: 
There are those academics who are frightened to upend the discipline in the way that 
decolonisation requires. So, we have this tension between academics who are pushing 
hard for decolonisation and colleagues who are concerned. The middle ground seems to 
be a checkbox approach where the university is saying [to academics], what are you 
doing to decolonise, and people go, I have put black academics into the syllabus. I am 
not trying to speak ill of sociologists, but the tick box approach is something that I am 
very opposed to (Dr Hayford, 14 July 2020).  
Dr Hayford’s observation suggests that there are tensions between academics; those who are 
for decolonisation and those who are concerned or rather ‘frightened’ about decolonisation and 
the middle ground is a checkbox approach. The tensions between academics were also 
highlighted by Habib (2019) and Ally et al (2019). I argued in this report that Habib (2019) 
represented academics who are ‘frightened’ by decolonisation in that he saw it as a threat to his 
power while academics in Ally et al (2019) and Jansen (2019) saw it as a necessary and long 
overdue step to address the injustices of the past.  
Therefore, in many ways, Dr Hayford’s remark was a call to Sociologists or academics at large 
not only at UJ but across the board to do introspection and reflect on how they have responded 
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to decolonisation. Her observation was a call to Sociologists who are frightened to upend their 
curriculum. This includes Sociologists who are concerned that Sociology may lose its essence if 
it is decolonised. It would, except this decolonised Sociology will be localised before it is 
internationalised. The idea of localising Sociology is something that Dr Hayford was very fond of 
because in her view: 
Steve Biko should be canonised as a sociologist and people would argue with me and 
say he is not a sociologist well, neither was Karl Marx, he was a political philosopher and 
Sociology appropriated him (Dr Hayford 14 July 2020).  
It is time we canonised and honoured our own scholars because we learned from Connell (2014) 
that one does not need a PhD to produce knowledge. For Connell (2014) theorising is a living 
process which resides also in the home, the church and community. Foucault (1978) and also in 
Gordon (1980) and Smart (1988) reminded us of this view when he noted that theorising like 
power is not the prerogative of the powerful, in this case the North, but everyone in society. If 
anything, Northern knowledge is totalising as it presents itself as though it knows the why and 
hows of the world (Smart 1988). It is in this view that Foucault in Gordon (1980) like Connell 
(2007, 2014), De Sousa Santos (2012, 2015) and those who write in decoloniality advocate for 
the return of subjugated knowledges or epistemologies of the South, which were brutally 
decimated by colonialism and continues to be through coloniality.  
Canonising Biko is thus a decolonial task. It is a task of bringing back subjugated knowledges to 
the fore so that they can exist together with those of Europe and the North. It is very much a way 
of making universities stop being ivory towers, distant from the realities of their location just as 
Mamdani (2016), Mbembe (2015) Ndlovu-Gatsheni (2016), Maringe (2017) and William (2018) 
as well as Nyamnjoh (2004) postulated. It is a decolonial project because by so doing, Sociology 
would be challenging coloniality of knowledge and being (Mignolo 2007a, 2007b).  For Connell 
(2016) this project is important because, like Dr Hayford, she believed that we should canonise 
black scholars. While Dr Hayford used Biko, Connell (2016) used Sol Plaatje as an example to 
argue that his writings should be canonised in South African Sociology as much as those of Marx 
and Durkheim. In her view, Sol Plaatje’s Native Life is South Africa could and should be used as 
a sociological text as it depicts life after the colonial encounter.  
 
In so far as the curriculum changes are concerned, there has been a tendency to subordinate 
African scholars to those in Europe. Dr Mkhize even admitted to doing this himself. This is what 
he said: 
 
I believe that there is also a tendency and even me I do it where African scholars are 
subordinated to Western scholars. So, the answers sit with Marx, Weber and Durkheim 
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because in Sociology we have the three so-called dead men who are the consistent 
reference point no matter what level of Sociology at undergraduate is, I have taught 
Sociology all these levels, so I know. There is always a reference to Marx, Weber and 
Durkheim and people like Mafeje and Ibn Khaldun are not main theorists (Dr Mkhize, 3 
July 2020, UJ).  
 
The view that the answers lie with Marx, Weber and Durkheim no matter the level of Sociology 
cannot go unquestioned. Mangcu (2016), Nyoka (2012, 2019a) and Adesina (2008) also spoke 
to this. Mangcu submitted that he refers to Biko and Fanon as a way of decolonising the 
curriculum and resolving the problem of Sociology of using theoretical works of Marx, Weber 
and Durkheim. Nyoka and Adesina have also critiqued South African Sociology, noting that its 
mode of theorising derives from North and that it relies and dependent on received theory. The 
problem with (South) African Sociology, Magubane (1971) and Mafeje (1997) argued has always 
been epistemological in that its pedagogical approach reflect Europe than it does of (South) 
Africa. The same argument was advanced by Sitas (1997). It is as though Sociology departments 
or lecturers do not trust African scholars with African problems.  
 
With respect to content analysis of the modules sampled in this study, I cannot give context to 
what was in these modules’ curriculum before 2016. As stated earlier on, the study guides I 
reviewed for the purpose of this report span between 2016-2019. This, however, does not mean 
that the findings from content analysis are less important or they describe the realities of these 
modules less. It is an acknowledgement that it would have been easier for the reader to make 
sense and draw distinctions of what was there prior to and post the FMF movement had I 
reviewed the study guides for the period before 2016. I therefore, draw the attention of the reader 
to curriculum changes after the FMF movement. An analysis of the three sampled modules 
revealed that the subordination of African scholars has been evident in the Individual and Society 
at UJ. The debates that were advanced by this module in 2016-2018 pointed to the West 
because main theorists were from Europe and North America. These theorists were presented 
in an overarching manner as though they are the only ones in the world. There were instances 
where these theorists were contextualised, and local examples used. However, by explaining 
local examples in an alien curriculum, lecturers were inversely colonising these examples.  
 
Sitas’ (1997) view that South African Sociology has in the past used inappropriate sources to 
service appropriate needs holds. The Individual and Society module, which borrowed from the 
West to explain local needs proves this point. Instead of using these needs to stretch the Western 
knowledge, they used it to consolidate their dominance in as far as knowledge is concerned. In 
other words, this translates to the coloniality of knowledge. The department introduced Ibn 
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Khaldun’s work between 2018 and 2019 in an effort to decolonise knowledge. However, the 
methods defeated the ends because though his works were introduced, he was neither taught 
as the main theorist nor his works made to converse with those of Comte and Durkheim. To this 
day, he is subordinated to these scholars. It is though Comte theorised before Khaldun which is 
not true because Adesina (2006) noted that Khaldun finished his three volume work Kitab Al 
‘Ibar in AD 1378 almost 452 years before Comte published The Course of Positive Philosophy 
and explained his concept of asabiyyah 515 years before Durkheim published The Division of 
Labour in 1893.  
 
Comte and Durkheim theorised in the North, a position which Dastile and Ndlovu-Gatsheni 
(2013) noted is the position of the minority but was appropriated by colonialism and coloniality 
as legitimate to produce knowledge. This makes the works of these two Western scholars to be 
celebrated than Khalduns’ because he theorised from the South, a delegitimated position to 
produce knowledge. This is one instance that describes that though adding Khaldun to the 
curriculum speaks to transformation, how he is taught after he is added is also important because 
the efforts to decolonise can equally be efforts to colonise if teaching methods are not 
decolonised. This showed that the module is yet to grapple with coloniality of knowledge because 
adding Khaldun and teaching him as though he is a subordinate of Marx only shows that lecturers 
have included him to just appear politically correct because in their minds they want to teach 
Marx. 
 
5.5.2. The curriculum is nowhere near decolonisation 
 
 
Speaking on the state of the Sociology curriculum at Wits, Dr Mnisi had this to say:  
 
I will tell you this, our curriculum is very dry. It hasn’t changed since I was here in 2006. 
I think if I remember very well what am teaching today is what somebody else taught 
10 years ago, and that am sure of it. What am trying to say is that I’ve responded to 
decolonisation in two ways; to have more black authors but also to teach students to be 
critical of any author and idea not where they come from. So, in a nutshell, and as far as 
am concerned, my department’s curriculum, my own courses are nowhere near 
decolonisation (Dr Mnisi, 8 November 2019, Wits).  
 
Dr Mnisi’s remarks asserted to the idea that the departments’ curriculum is rigid and that it 
teaches students what was taught a decade ago. He also conceded that his courses are too 
rigid, and he also responded to the FMF demands through a tick box approach. In as much as 
this is the case, what is key from his assertion is that he has not appropriated decolonising to 
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merely adding of black scholars and leaving it there. On the contrary, has been teaching his 
students to be critical of knowledge and not where it comes from. By teaching his students to be 
critical of knowledge not its location, one notes that Dr Mnisi has been doing justice to 
decoloniality in that Mbembe (2016) asserted that part of decolonising is allowing knowledge 
speak and defend it itself. A major takeout from Dr Mnisi’s analysis is that he argued that the 
curriculum of Sociology at Wits, not only in his courses but across the board is nowhere near 
decolonisation. Therefore, Maldonado-Torres (2007), Mignolo (2007a, 2009b, 2011), Ndlovu-
Gatsheni (2015, 2016) and Quijano’s (2007) view that coloniality is kept alive by the curriculum 
and books from the South holds.  
 
By highlighting that the curriculum is nowhere near decolonisation was Dr Mnisi addressing the 
reluctance of Wits Sociology to decolonise its curriculum. Content analysis of Identity and 
Society also confirmed this because it was found that the course is organised along Euro North 
American scholarship. Though references to South African textbooks notably the Paul Stewart 
and Johan Zaaiman’s textbook the ‘Sociology: A Concise South African Introduction’, is made 
particularly when lecturers are dealing with race, class and gender, the course leans greatly to 
the North in other subjects. It was also found that there is a consistent reference to George 
Ritzer’s Sociological Theory text book. The module made reference to Stewart and Zaaiman’s 
textbook because lecturers are aware that they cannot rely on Marx to explain race in South 
Africa. This is because Marx uses class in isolation to analyse race yet the two are intertwined 
in South Africa. Viewed in this way, I also argued that the lecturers have only contextualised the 
curriculum when discussing these themes. The textbook is however, used throughout the course 
as a reference work at UJ while it is used to reference race, class and gender at Wits. Thus, if it 
was the question of arguing which department was grappling with the geographies of knowledge, 
the answer would be UJ since this book is referred to throughout the course at UJ. 
 
The course remains at Wits indebted to the “three…most famous and influential Sociologists of 
all time”, that is; Marx, Durkheim and Weber as they put it in the 2016, 2017, 2018, 2019 Identity 
and Society course outlines. Perhaps Sociology has been unwilling to decolonise this course 
because of the manner in which it is structured. At Wits, the course is structured around Weber 
vs Marx vs Durkheim as opposed to Weber with Khaldun or Marx with Mafeje. Thus, one way 
that lecturers could decolonise this course would be by first acknowledging that there is 
something wrong with the course configuration. Connell (2019) is therefore, relevant here 
because in her view, decolonising Sociology requires political will and a willing labour. This is 
because, when you decolonise knowledge you prove its epistemic limits (Grosfoguel 2007). It is 
true that UJ is far from decolonising the Individual and Society, but the review of this module 
from 2016-2019, illustrated that UJ appears to be making headway compared to Wits. 




For Social Science Research Methods at UJ, the module has since 2017 contextualised its 
curriculum unlike the Individual and Society module. Though the main textbook that has been 
referred to throughout the years has been the South African edition of ‘The Practice of Social 
Research’ (2009) by Professors Earl Babbie Johan Mouton, lecturers have made efforts to 
contextualise this module. It is difficult to examine what was in the curriculum before 2016 
because my study was only concerned with periods from 2016-2019. From these times, content 
analysis showed that the works of Professors Nomalungelo Goduka ‘From Positivism to 
Indigenous Science: A Reflection on World Views, Paradigms and Philosophical Assumptions’ 
(2012), and Chauraya Efiritha ‘Access or Inclusion? Conceptualisation and Operationalisation of 
Gender Equality in Zimbabwean State Universities’ (2014) as well as the readings of Drs Kabelo 
Sebolai ‘Do the Academic and Quantitative Literacy Tests of the National Benchmark Tests have 
Discriminant Validity? (2007) and Gabo Ntseane ‘Fieldwork Ethical Dilemmas in Qualitative 
Research: A Critical Self-Reflection’ (2014) have since 2016 been brought into the curriculum. It 
is possible that these readings were in the curriculum before 2016 but looking at periods under 
study, I am able to argue that lecturers of this module have decolonised. This is seen in the way 
Babbie and Mouton are taught in conversation with these (South) Africa scholars.  
 
According to Dr Mnisi, the department of Sociology at Wits has managed to Africanise not to 
decolonise its curriculum.  
 
In our department there is Africanisation of courses, but to teach students that Western 
knowledge has subjugated indigenous knowledge, is not knowledge for me. You have 
not given students any access to knowledge, you have only reminded them of this idea 
that there are hierarchies of knowledge and that western scholarship dominates the rest 
of the world, that’s all you have done. So, I can confidently say it to my colleagues as I 
am saying it to you that our curriculum is nowhere near decolonisation (Dr Mnisi, 8 
November 2019, Wits).  
 
There needs to be a deliberate intent by the department to decolonise its curriculum because, 
the department still owes allegiance to Western scholarship. Dr Mnisi maintained that since the 
FMF movement, his department has only been able to Africanise but not decolonise its curricula. 
The problem with this method is that it seeks to do to Western scholarship what Western 
scholarship did to African scholarship. in other words, it fails to recognise that knowledge, no 
matter where it is from should be allowed to exist independently of its location. Decolonising, 
therefore, is not just about African knowledge, but all subjugated knowledges of this world. The 
Africanisation of the curriculum showed that the lecturers at Wits have understood, like 
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Sicherman (2003), Ki-Zerbo (2005) and Nkoane (2006) that transformation of the curriculum 
means that the curriculum should reflect its location more than other locations. Decoloniality 
speaks to this too, except it says as knowledge reflects its location, it must not claim universality 
and overshadow others. 
 
While Afrocentric debates that transformation of the curriculum should use Africa as a point of 
reference are valid, what Afrocentrics often do not consider is that the African perspectives are 
not the only ones in the world. It is true just as Nkoane (2006) argued that an Africanised 
curriculum is emancipatory. However, such emancipation will only produce students who cannot 
reason outside their cultural norm should the curriculum be Africanised. My point is, as students 
theorise from their own experiences just as Africanisation dictates, they need to also look beyond 
their location. If they only look at their location, such crop of students will present their views in 
a totalising manner and colonise anything they find just as white settlers did. An Africanised 
curriculum is therefore, incomplete as it only looks at its location, but a decolonised one brings 
together all perspectives of the world to exist in harmony. Fanon (1963) reminded us that 
decolonisation is the meeting of two forces and the creation of a new man5. This new man is not 
discriminatory because he owes nothing of his existence to his colonial master. He is cognisant 
that he is not the only man in the world.  
 
While it might be true with respect to other modules from those that were sampled, Dr Mnisi’s 
view that the curriculum is very dry, nowhere near decolonisation, and that what the department 
has managed to do at Wits since the FMF movement is to Africanise and not decolonise the 
curriculum, is not entirely true. Lecturers of Sociological Theory at Wits have made efforts to 
upend the curriculum to suite decolonisation. Though I could not get study guides for 2016 and 
2017, those between 2018 and 2019 revealed efforts towards this end. The module broadly 
theorised from two positions; the North and the South. That way, it accounts for southern realties 
without colonising them because instead of just teaching Marx vs Durkheim as it is the norm in 
Identity and Society, the module teaches these classical theories in conversation with others 
from the South. The first theme of the module termed Theorising Social Stratification and Social 
Conflict in Africa imagines social stratification from a Northern perspective where it uses Marx, 
Engels, Weber and Kwesi Botchwey’ scholarship.  The infusion of Radical Black Thought in 
Sociology as a second theme in which scholars such as Nkrumah, Nyerere, Fanon, Stokely 
Carmichael convincingly refute Dr Mnisi’s claim that the curriculum is far from decolonisation.   
 
Had the module been teaching, for instance Nkrumah, Nyerere and Fanon only, that would be 
Africanisation and Dr Mnisi’s assertion would hold. That way the module would be teaching its 
 
5 Man’ is used here in a natural sense and not to connote male dominance 
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own perspectives forgetting that our own perspectives are not the only ones in the world. The 
modules teach two separate bodies of literature so that it accounts for perspectives in the North 
and South. If anything, this showed that lecturers are decolonising because they are not idolising 
their scholars (Nkrumah, Nyerere and Fanon) because they were writing from their own location. 
This way, decolonisation becomes as Quijano (2000) argued, not the critique of other 
knowledges predominantly those from the North but a critique of all knowledges even those from 
the South. In this way, lecturers are able to stretch the limits of either epistemology since they 
pursue knowledge for its sake not where it comes from. Thus, decolonisation becomes the 
coming together and not the rejection of knowledges (Ndlovu-Gatsheni 2016, Mpofu 2018, 
Jansen 2019). Lecturers are not presenting any perspective in a totalising manner. Several 
themes were evident with how lecturers have structured this course to suit decolonisation and 
these are, Class, African Socialism, Modernity and Cultural Dominance.  
 
The same can be said with Sociological Theory at UJ. The module has been on the right path to 
decolonisation. But in 2016, the module studied Marx, Durkheim, George Mead and Jurgen 
Habermas. These perspectives were presented as though they were the only ones in the world. 
This is because they were not taught in conversation with viewpoints from the South. The module 
was colonising the realities of the South as lecturers were boxing these realities to the limits of 
these scholars’ works. At Wits, I had problems obtaining study guides for the period under 
review. I only located study guides for 2016 and 2019. From these study guides I was able to 
deduce that the course shifted from leaning towards the North to incorporate the South too. In 
2019, feminist decolonial scholars such as, Peace Kiguwa and Nompumelelo Matlafi were 
incorporated into the curriculum and taught with others decolonial thinkers such Sabelo J. 
Ndlovu-Gatsheni, Frantz Fanon, Steve Biko and W.E.B. Du Bois at UJ. Patricia Hill-Collins’ 
intersectionality is also taught. The module has not only moved from the North but has changed 
its focus altogether, in that it now challenges the hierarchisation of knowledge from a female 
decolonial perspective. This is noteworthy as it challenges patriarchy in knowledge as it 
introduces subjugated female ideas of the South to the fore.  
 
The module showed that lecturers did not decolonise as a formality but, they taught previously 
subjugated knowledges with those that long existed as a means of empowering learners. This 
does not take away the fact that decolonial theory is important since it lays the foundation of how 
to challenge coloniality of knowledge and power. However, decoloniality also teaches us that no 
perspective is domineering and should be allowed to exit alone, therefore we should be fixated 
with only teaching, for instance Mignolo, Quijano and Ngugi because they are ‘big’ on 
decolonisation. Doing that would be just doing lip service to decoloniality. Teaching black female 
scholars is decolonising the curriculum because decoloniality is not a single branch of thought 
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but multifaceted in its quest to challenge and unmask coloniality as Ndlovu-Gatsheni (2015, 
2016) argued. The point of decolonising the curriculum is to bring to the fore those perspectives 
which have been neglected and black female ones certainly fit that category. In 2019 the module 
was structured to challenge coloniality of being especially on female black bodies in that three 
themes notably class, race and gender were the constant reference points. Also, the usage of 
intersectionality, DuBois’ Double Consciousness a well as Biko’s Black Consciousness supports 
this.  
 
Thus, to critique how Sociological Theory at Wits responded to decolonisation, one notes that 
inasmuch as lecturers have done justice to decolonisation, they are yet to ‘de-patriarchalise,’ for 
a lack of a better term. This patriarchal leaning, I assume, has been because lecturers are male, 
their maleness inform and influence the worldviews that influence their knowledge selection. 
What we note however from how the module responded to decolonisation at UJ and Wits is that 
decolonising is indeed the task of ideological orientation and teaching philosophy. This is 
because while lecturers at Wits lean more to male scholars, the lecturers at UJ lean towards 
female scholars, (black) feminist scholars in particular. The reason for this could be because the 
lecturer is black, female and a feminist. Her identity, teaching philosophy and ideological 
inclination have an effect on the way in which she decolonises her curriculum. Thus, the view 
that the curriculum is nowhere near decolonisation relates only to certain modules, in this case 
the Individual and Society/ Identity and Society not Sociological Theory and Social Science 
Research Methods. For both the latter module, content analysis showed that lecturers have 
made efforts since the FMF students protests to decolonise the curriculum. The rigidity of the 
former modules confirms that a few lecturers have embraced decolonisation of the curriculum.  
 
In explaining why decolonisation has been embraced by a few individuals in the departments, 
The lecturers enunciated academic freedom as a reason for a few individuals embracing 
decolonisation in their respective departments. For them, academic freedom can yield and curb 
decolonisation depending on the ideological orientations of the author. For Dr Mkhize: 
 
I don’t think the department has [done] like an audit to every module. We haven’t done 
that because this thing of academic freedom is very autonomous hey. No one comes 
breathing down your neck…people teach what they want to teach (Dr Mkhize, 3 July 
2020, UJ).  
 
To give context, in the first part of the quote, Dr Mkhize shared his mind on how he thinks the 
department has responded to decolonisation at UJ. The second part is what is relevant for this 
discussion in that Dr Mkhize suggests that one reason that the department has not responded 
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as desired is (as a collective) because of academic freedom. The idea that no one is breathing 
through your neck makes decolonisation individualistic. In the same note, it makes those who 
want to decolonise their curriculum proceed with decolonisation.  
 
I think they would be very open to decolonisation and off course it’s up to individual, we 
don’t want in infringe on academic freedom (Dr Hayford, 13 July 2020, UJ).  
 
In the same note, Dr Crawford noted the following: 
 
I do believe in my department although I do think there might be one or two colleagues 
who might not be fully on broad with this [because] of their own identities but overall, the 
department is committed to upstand the demand of UJ…But you are right, I think it boils 
down to who the individual is (Dr Crawford, 17 July 2020, UJ).  
 
Here Drs Hayford and Crawford spoke to UJ Sociology department’s willingness to decolonise. 
They argued, like Dr Mkhize the issue of academic freedom noting that though the department 
might endorse decolonisation, it is up to the individual to decolonise. Meaning that it the lecturers’ 
prerogative not to decolonise because of academic freedom. This went to show that when 
dealing with decolonisation, we need to also consider who the person being asked to decolonise 
is because being is important in decoloniality. The next phase of these findings explored how 
the departments have decolonised assessments as well as teaching methods since the FMF 
movement.   
   
5.6. Decolonising assessments and teaching methods  
 
Decolonising the curriculum is also incomplete when assessments and teaching methods are 
not decolonised. When lecturers decolonise their curriculum, it is important that they need to 
also decolonise their assessments and teaching methods so that their efforts of decolonising 
curricula do not defeat the ends. Decolonising teaching methods involves teaching knowledge 
in conversation with each other so to avoid having a domineering method of teaching. It is the 
acknowledgment that besides traditional lecturing, there are other ways to teach i.e., grouping 
students in order to facilitate instead of dictating learning. Equally, decolonising assessments 
includes allowing students to have a say on how they would like to be assessed. It is allowing 
assessments to exist together not necessarily rejecting traditional ones. Decolonising teaching 
methods and assessments would help lecturers deal with students not just as students but as 
human beings whose emotions and ideas need to be reflected in how they are assessed and 
taught. 
 
     
92 
 
5.6.1. The influence of FMF on assessments methods 
 
 
During the protests, students raised the issue of assessment noting that apart from traditional 
tests and exams there are ways in which they could be assessed. Dr Mnisi had this to say in as 
far as assessments are concerned: 
 
That is my passion which unfortunately the department stifles me and the students. 
Essays…that’s all we do and when am saying essays…it’s like short question and then 
the student writes an essay. I’ve always felt that essays are limiting because you get into 
the exam room hoping that the theme that you know best will be part of the exam and 
you’d jump to that theme without even reading the actual question (Dr Mnisi, 8 November 
2019, Wits).   
 
Having been a student of Sociology at UJ, I can equally attest, like Dr Mnisi that what we did 
was mostly essays. From Dr Mnisi’s remark we learn first that it is his department that prevents 
him from introducing new ways of assessing students. This is regardless of the critique that Dr 
Mnisi holds against essays as a method of assessing students. This describes the power or the 
depth of institutional protocol to say that though lecturers’ academic freedom dictates that they 
decide what they teach and not teach, there are also limits to what they can do because what 
they do needs to be aligned with what their departments deem right. This describes the depth of 
institutional protocol and shows that issues of assessments changes are deep within institutions 
themselves. 
 
Foucault’s (1978, 1991) duality of truth, knowledge and power teaches us a few things, chief 
among those being that power will do everything to remain in power. It teaches us that power 
rests or hides rather within institutional protocol because power is power in a neutral sense nor 
is it held by individuals in society. He noted in Gordons (1980) that power rests on the normal 
day-to-day running of the society. In this case, power rests not on lecturers but on the institutions 
that they work for. The very view that the department ‘stifles’ Dr Mnisi showed how even the 
department themselves do not have power because they too like lecturers operate within the 
limits of institutional protocol. For assessments to be decolonised, universities must first be 
willing to transform and allow lecturers’ flexibility to experiment with new methods.  From a 
Foucauldian viewpoint, this means that universities must be willing to question and challenge 
their power. Using Foucault, I was able to argue that issues of assessments cannot be discussed 
in isolation from universities. However, regardless of his departments’ lethargy, Dr Mnisi 
acknowledged how the FMF movement influenced his assessments methods. This is what he 
said: 




FeesMustFall has only allowed me to talk to students and say, you will need to have an 
exam because that’s the university procedure and I support it, but let’s talk about the 
ways in which we arrive there, what kind of exam equivalent? These are my ideas, what 
are yours? But what I see is that they do not have ideas, you can see how much the 
system has damaged their thinking [because] even postgraduate students, they do not 
have alternatives, yet they know that this is not working for them. The closest we do in 
the department is take home exams and even that it is only 24 hours, what do you write 
within 24 hours? (Dr Mnisi, 8 November 2019, Wits). 
 
Dr Mnisi’s statement suggests that the FMF movement has also sparked discussions between 
lecturers and students on alternative assessment methods. The FMF movement influenced 
lecturers to engage with students on a more human level as opposed to thinking about them as 
mindless ‘robots’ who can hardly on what should go into d their curriculum and how they would 
like to be assessed. This is decoloniality, because decoloniality is the harmonising of the human 
race beyond the current hierarchies (Ndlovu-Gatsheni 2016). This means that the FMF activists 
brought back the human element between lecturers and students. By engaging with students at 
a human level, lecturers were humanising pedagogy and making it relatable to their students 
and their realities. This is the task of decoloniality, in that instead of lecturers seeing students as 
other species of the subhuman, like colonisation did (Mazrui 2005 and Mamdani 2016), the FMF 
movement influenced lecturers to think of students first as human beings who deserves a say 
with respects to how they are assessed.   
 
In his assertion, Dr Mnisi also noted how much traditional assessment method, which include 
written essays, are a problem. Strengthening his case against essay writing assessment method, 
Dr Mnisi argued that students tend to rush answering an essay question without reading and 
understanding the question. Another issue he argued was that students both undergraduate and 
postgraduate do not have alternative assessment methods. Thus, essays are so ingrained in 
students’ minds so much so that they cannot think of other ways. This is the most brutal form of 
colonisation as noted by Fanon (1963), Ndlovu-Gatsheni (2015) and Wa Thiong’o (1987, 2005), 
who referred to it as the colonisation of the epistemology which is the colonisation of the mind. 
It also speaks to the fact that the curriculum and its methods of assessing students has produced 
a crop of students who cannot reason outside what they are exposed to. This confirmed, as per 
Foucault’s argument in Gordon (1980) that power does not hold because it is weighed upon us 
like a force that says no but rather holds because it produces knowledge and truth that presents 
itself as the only alternative. In this event, Soyinka (1994) was correct when he argued that the 
current curriculum teaches African students to consume their creativity.  




It is important to note that while the FMF protestors argued that there were other ways in which 
they could be assessed (CHE 2017) they differed on which assessment method would be 
feasible to assess students. Dr Ncube explained some of his students’ attitudes towards ‘new’ 
assessments he introduced:  
 
I have actually experimented with my first seen exam…coincidentally [the two students I 
spoke to] had conflicting views. One was like, oh this is excellent, I was well prepared 
and the other was like, oh it actually made me more anxious because now am worried 
that you are expecting me to know what I should write. So, it puts stress on me do to well 
because I have no reason not to do well (Dr Ncube, 10 November 2019, Wits).  
 
This describes the depth of the issue of assessment because a lecturer might think they are 
solving a problem by giving students take home or seen exams while in fact they are worsening 
the problem. There are issues such as home environments to consider, some students stay in 
homes where it is not conducive to study or do take home exams.  Some might thus, prefer 
normal exams written at school. Others might also feel that since they have seen the exam, there 
is an expectation that they have to do well. The issue of assessment methods requires 
universities, departments, students and lecturers to come together and weigh pros and cons of 
each method to be employed. Dr Ncube’s remarks above confirmed that lecturers cannot take 
arbitrary decisions about assessments. They should also involve students. There are also 
logistical issues for departments and lectures to consider because every method they propose 
have to be within the limits of the universities’ protocol. Implementing alternative assessment 
methods to appease students can create problems for departments and lecturers because the 
university would want marks at a certain prescribed period. 
 
This indicates that assessment are complex in that in proposing a solution there are several 
external factors to consider. Students have to know and understand that lecturers are working 
within the confines of the university. As such, what they decide in relation to assessment must 
be aligned with what universities deem right. Lecturers notably Dr Mnisi, being confined within 
these limits grappled with issues of assessments by being flexible with deadlines. He detailed 
this below:   
 
The closest thing I have done as far as [decolonising] assessments is concerned is to be 
flexible and allow students decide their due date which again is pointless because I have 
already decided when I want the work (Dr Mnisi, 8 November 2019, Wits).  
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The above assertion does not amount to decolonisation, if anything, it describes how difficult it 
is has been for lecturers to decolonise assessment. The assertion confines decolonisation of 
assessments to being sympathetic to students. Because of power issues that are involved, 
decolonising assessment requires universities to be flexible and be open to change because 
even if lecturers are sympathetic to students, the extent of this sympathy is still bound by these 
institutional limitations; universities still want marks in time. Thus, since “universities have left 
substantive issues of the curriculum to lecturers” (Dr Mnisi, 8 November 2019) , one notes that 
lecturers have to leave assessment issues to universities. Universities have to come on board 
and review their policies so that they allow lecturers room to manoeuvre and experiment with 
new assessments.  
 
However, the influence of the FMF protests on assessments was felt. This is what Dr Hayford 
said when probed about assessment:   
 
I think that’s a really good question…I also think that the FeesMustFall protests was a 
process, it was also a process because it changed our thinking and also affected our 
assessments in the sense that I actually introduced more innovative assessments (Dr 
Hayford, 14 July 2020, UJ).  
 
Equally, Dr Crawford argued: 
 
That’s a very good question… I have after the FeesMustFall changed assessments. I 
started to think and incorporate scenarios and case studies and more African type of 
perspective. I think this has been one of the ways in which I think I have adjusted my 
assessments (Dr Crawford 17 July 2020, UJ).  
 
We learned from the above the way in which the FMF movement has influenced Drs Hayford 
and Crawford to transform their assessments methods. These lecturers have, since the FMF 
movement found innovative ways to assess their students. Dr Crawford noted that the FMF 
movement influenced her to incorporate more local scenarios and case studies which would then 
allow students to argue from the position of their reality. Dr Crawford has thus, localised 
assessments and made it speak to the students’ daily realities. This is probably where scholars 
of decoloniality and Africanisation meet because as per their arguments in literature, they both 
want a curriculum that speak to its location and addresses the day-to-day realities of students. 
Afrocentric scholars, such as Seepe (1998), Nkoane (2002) and Odora-Hoppers (2002) have all 
argued that the curriculum should be Africanised alluding that doing that would make students 
view the world from an African perspective. Equally, scholars of decoloniality in Ndlovu-Gatsheni 
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(2012, 2015, 2016), Mamdani (2016, 2017, 2019), Mpofu (2018), Mbembe (2015, 2016, 2019) 
and La Grange (2016, 2019) have made similar propositions with a slight deviation that such a 
curriculum should not only celebrate African scholarship but scholarship across the board. As 
opposed to thinking about it as decoloniality versus Africanisation, by localising assessments, 
Dr Crawford is doing both justice to decoloniality and Africanisation. Regardless of the 
challenges that come with decolonising assessments, lecturers have made efforts to introduce 
new ways of assessing students.  
 
For instance, for modules the Individual and Society and Sociological Theory, content analysis 
concurred with the lecturers’ assertions. To illustrate, a major assignment of the former module 
termed the Sociological Imagination and Social Problems is one example that can help explain 
the way in which the FMF protests influenced assessment. Using C Wright Mills’ Sociological 
Imagination (SI), students are asked to define the SI and use it to unpack one major problem in 
society within a certain theme. In 2016, the title was the SI and the Dilemmas of Youth, meaning 
that students were supposed to choose a social problem that affects the youth. In 2017 and 
2018, the title was the SI and the Problems of Families. In 2019, it was the SI and the Problems 
facing students in African Universities. First, this assignment allows students to choose any 
problem which they have to argue on a personal and public trouble, just as SI dictates. Students 
often chose to focus on problems that are close to them; what they have experienced or what 
someone they know has experienced. Second, this assignment breaks the rigidity of 
assessments in universities and allows students to be creative as they choose problems they 
want to explore. Lastly, this assignment gives the theoretical and practical side of the SI as it 
encouraged students to apply what they have learned. 
 
For Identity and Society at Wits, study guides did not show assessments methods. They only 
wrote that “details to be provided closer to the time.” This remained unchanged from 2016-2019. 
The assignments of Sociological Theory at Wits tutorials and test illustrated curriculum changes 
in that lecturers assess as they teach. For instance, assignment questions of 2018 and 2019, 
asked students to refer to Marx’s theorisation of capitalisms and communism and its short falls 
in the context of African society. The other question asked students to discuss the way in which 
Fanon’s conceptualisation of the post-colonial role of the ‘national bourgeois’ challenges 
resonates with Nkrumah and Nyerere’s theorisations of the prospects of African socialism. In 
2019, one question asked students the extent to which Nkrumah, Cabral and Fanon’s ideas 
relate with those of Marx and Engels. Therefore, as opposed to assessing Marx and Engels 
alone, lecturers assessed these scholars in conversation with the others. This ensured that there 
is no one scholar, idea or theory that domineering or subordinating another because each one 
existed on an equal footing in the manner in which they were taught and assessed. The same 
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was for the Sociological Theory at UJ. The 2019 assignments reflected transformation. For 
example, one assignment question asked students to challenge women’s oppression in a 
patriarchal capitalist society. At some point, the lecturer asked students to refer to the concept 
of the precariat, argue its strengths and weakness when analysing the crisis of neo-liberalism in 
South Africa and the broader Global South.  
 
Assessments have changed since the FMF protests. Rather than it being an individual task 
embraced by few lecturers in the departments, such as decolonisation of the curriculum, the 
findings revealed that lecturers have joined forces to transform their assessments methods. 
However, challenges have been there and the way in which each lecturer navigated around them 
showed the depth assessments transformation. Teaching methods just like assessment are also 
a key part of curriculum decolonisation.  
 
5.6.2. The influence of FMF on teaching methods 
 
The task of the decolonising curriculum does not end with adding of subjugated knowledges into 
the curriculum. It goes beyond this and involves teaching methods because decolonising the 
curriculum is not a mere cataloguing of Africa scholars. A decolonised curriculum also requires 
decolonisation of teaching methods. In practice, decolonisation teaching methods, just like the 
curriculum involves the coming together of teaching methods from all the locations to which the 
curriculum comes from, as opposed to having a domineering one. If the curriculum comes from 
both the North and South, the ways of teaching such a curriculum must reflect and speak to the 
realities of these locations. Dr Ncube spoke to this: 
As we decolonise our curriculum, we must also be careful because some knowledges or 
even the ways of teaching these knowledges are actually domineering in their own such 
that you might end up not having a conversation of knowledges but a domineering one 
over the other. For an example, in class, when am teaching classical sociological 
theories, I teach Marx, Weber and Durkheim but then you realise, let me also teach 
Kwame Nkrumah, Cabral and Mafeje but the way you teach them, the pedagogical 
approach can defeat the ends because you might teach them in a way that trivialises 
these African knowledges. So, in your own mind you know you want to teach classical 
Durkheim, Marx and Weber but to be politically correct you include them (Dr Ncube, 10 
November 2019, Wits).  
Inasmuch as the task of decolonising the curricula lies in the hands of lecturers, lecturers have 
to be careful that their pedagogical approach to decolonisation does not make them appear that 
they are decolonising just to sound politically correct. For instance, they might teach Biko just to 
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appease the decolonial agenda because in their minds they would want to teach Marx. Part of 
teaching Biko decolonially is recognising that Biko understood consciousness better than Marx 
because he understood consciousness from an African context. Instead of teaching Marx in a 
way that trivialises Biko, lecturers need to teach Marx in conversation with Biko recognising that 
each one of these scholars had their own epistemological limitations. For instance, though we 
might have learnt from Marx concepts such as alienation, his theory of class does not offer 
nuanced descriptions of South Africa because his analysis excludes race, a phenomenon that 
paved the way and continues to this day to smooth the path for social and economic inequality 
in South Africa.  
From these limitations, Mafeje and Magubane become relevant because though they were 
Marxists, their writings adequately depict the South African experience. Unlike Marx, Mafeje 
wrote from the position of his experiences (pursed endogeneity). Decolonising Marx and 
teaching him as such means that lecturers stretch his knowledge and critique it from their own 
unique position to probe whether his theory answers and explain the issues of their society or 
not. If it is found that it does not, that presents an opportunity for lecturers to then critique Marx 
and say since his ideas cannot account for our experiences, his ideas cannot be universalised. 
On the same breath, teaching Biko decolonially does not mean idolising Biko. This includes not 
critiquing him because he wrote from the position of our immediate environment. Black people 
have a tendency of reasoning in ‘self-pity’ such that since Biko was black and south African, he 
should be treated as a holy cow. However, decoloniality as per Mignolo’s (2009) and 
Grosfoguel’s (2007) arguments showed us that not only is this attitude wrong, it does not amount 
to decolonisation. If anything, it is colonisation, except that the colonising person is black as 
opposed to traditional colonisation.  
Dr Mnisi put like this: 
[As black people] we fantasize and want Biko to be the intellectual because we have 
been denied our intellectuals through colonisation and apartheid. So, when you read Biko 
and Fanon, you just want to belong as a young black South African…and forget that 
[these] authors have [their own] intellectual and personal limitations (Dr Mnisi, 8 
November 2020, Wits).  
Teaching Biko decolonially, therefore, denotes that we recognise his personal and intellectual 
limitations and exposing them as such. We cannot say we have decolonised Biko or are 
decolonising him if we idolise him not because of his pedagogical and theoretical integrity but 
because he was black, and as black people we have been denied agency to exist in the global 
knowledge economy. Such is not decolonial scholarship. On the contrary, it is reasoning in self-
pity and this is limiting to knowledges of the South as it sets a precedence that as a black scholar 
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you cannot critique a fellow black colleague as that would be tantamount to ‘betraying’ the 
decolonial project. The original betrayal is not being true to knowledge and decolonising the 
curriculum just as decolonisation says we should. Decolonial teaching involves putting black 
authors under the same rigor and microscope as one would put a white author. Thus, teaching 
Mafeje decolonially includes recognising that as philosophical as Mafeje was and despite him 
being married to Dr Shahida Elbaz (Nyoka 2019b), a feminist, his writings are somewhat silent 
on gender issues. 
Equally, teaching Biko decolonially is admitting that as philosophical as he was, he was writing 
from a patriarchal lens. When learnt that he cheated on his wife with Dr Mamphela Ramphele 
and that raises red flags about his values and ideas on gender equality. But these things are not 
exposed, it as if he did not do them because we have immortalised his writings such that if you 
speak ill, critique or reveal these ugly truths about Biko, your own blackness is questioned. The 
problem is that as black people, we want knowledge that massages our egos and validate our 
position in the knowledge hierarchy. We want knowledge and are comfortable with knowledge 
that tells us what white people did not promote knowledge that unmasks our theoretical 
limitations. If we are to truly exist in decoloniality we need to pursue knowledge that also makes 
us uncomfortable. 
We have to pursue knowledge that reveals the ugly truths that inform our scholarship just as 
decoloniality dictates. Instead of using our position in the knowledge economy to feel sorry for 
ourselves, we need to use this position as a foundation to help challenge coloniality. Rather than 
feeling sorry for ourselves we need to also expose our truths to knowledge because it is these 
truths that shape our knowledge. It is these truths that makes us who are and unique in the 
world, we need to embrace them. Foucault (1978, 1991) and in Gordon (1980) maintained that 
totalising knowledge have presented themselves and their truths as the only ones in the world. 
From Foucault we learnt that each society has its own regimes of truth and what is truthful in the 
North might not be truthful in the South and vice versa. It is the responsibility of the South to 
present its truth to the world. Decolonisation can certainly give it a platform to do so.   
But some proponents of decoloniality are fixated with where knowledge is from rather than 
challenging these Northern regimes of truth. This is the biggest critique of decoloniality as Dr 
Mnisi’s submission below: 
The biggest weakness of postcolonial theory combined with poststructuralist theory and 
decoloniality is that we are so focused with where knowledge comes from such that we 
have forgotten about knowledge itself and this has created problems in the classroom 
because it is as though if you critique Zulu or Dlamini you diminish  students’ confidence 
(Dr Mnisi, 8 November 2019, Wits).   
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The issue with idolising black intellectuals is that it creates problems in the classroom as there 
is an expectation from the students that once lecturers have Zulu and Smith in the curriculum, 
they must engage with these scholars’ work differently. For example, they would tackle Zulu’s 
work delicately and not critique his scholarship because he is black and writes from the position 
of their ontological bias. However, the opposite becomes true with Smith. Lecturers and students 
are expected to critique his scholarship as he writes from the position of cultural difference. Smith 
is judged based on his surname not on what he writes because he is assumed white and 
everything white ought to be rejected as it carries with it a colonial heritage. Thus, our absence 
in knowledge has made us to internalise our anger and reject everything outside our norm.  
Dr Mnisi’s remark above also spoke to challenges lecturers face in their exercise of teaching 
decolonial scholarship. The expectation that students hold lecturers to is not doing any good to 
decoloniality because in the long run it will produce a crop of students who cannot reason outside 
their cultural and epistemological norm, a crop of students who just reject Smith, Van der Merwe 
and others just because their surname are presumably not black and therefore, cannot be trusted 
to advance decolonisation. Teaching decolonial scholarship is more than a word of mouth. It is 
not easy as it appears because some ‘experiences’ in life are believed to be universal. Dr Ncube 
reflected on this: 
I think you should read Vivek Chibber…Chibber says look, there are some elements in 
human experience that are universal and one of them is freedom. Whoever you are; 
black, white, woman, transgender, or you are in the North or the South, people want 
freedom. I think I would teach Marx in a universal way because I think there are certain 
elements of his work that are universal, his theory of class. Coincidentally he is writing 
from the North, he is a white man, German and off course later on English. So, should I 
refuse because of that? Well I think I would teach him in a universal way, contrary to what 
we are taught in decolonial theory (Dr Ncube, 10 November 2019, Wits).  
His assertion that he would teach Marx in a universalising way is not only contrary to decolonial 
theory, it suggested that he supports the hierarchies in knowledge. Implementing this suggests 
failure to grasp the fundamental fact that knowledge is, before anything else local (Adesina 
2006). Despite that Marx’s theory of class is relevant to many societies, what we should not 
forget is that his theory explained the realities of his society and his cultural and ontological 
biases. This is why Adesina (2006) and Nyoka (2019b) noted that writing is never independent 
on the authors’ biases. Though it is true that some certain aspects of human life exist beyond 
context, the authors’ positionality can never exist beyond its context because everybody’s 
writings reflect who they are and their ideological inclinations.  
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Adesina’s (2006) argument that the relevance of Foucault today was due to his unique ability to 
explain his society is therefore relevant here. In this context we use Marx to argue that we speak 
of Marx today not because he explained our society but because he explained his. But teaching 
him in a universal manner would mean that his society is a templet of our society and that the 
realities of these societies are the same, which is not true. Vivek Chibber is correct to argue that 
all human beings strive for freedom regardless of where they are or who they are as asserted 
by Dr Ncube. What both Chibber and Dr Ncube forget is that different conditions shape our ideas 
of freedom. The realities of black people (women) are far more peculiar than any group in society 
i.e., they are the most oppressed. Thus, their ideas of freedom and what freedom means to them 
would be different from other group’s perception of freedom. This is enough to argue that no 
human experience and theory is universal because both these are informed by our experiences 
and our experiences by our contexts which are usually different depending where one is in the 
world and the position they occupy.  
 
5.6.3. Racial debates in decolonial teaching  
 
It is almost inevitable to speak decolonisation and not speak of race. The very reason why we 
have to decolonise today is because race was in the past used to devalue and decimate black 
epistemologies. Though racial debates are valid in decoloniality, we should be careful how we 
engage with them because some use race not as a foundation to decolonise but like it was used 
in the past, as a construct to alienate another race. The difference in this case is that the race 
alienating the other now is black. Dr Hayford and Dr Crawford argued that during the protests, 
black students were uncomfortable with white lecturers teaching them decolonial literature. 
Because of their race, students did not see them as agents of decolonisation.  
 
I feel quite strongly that one of the largest challenges was obtaining the trust of the 
students at the beginning of every semester. Because they see a lecturer who is white, 
privileged and seem established in their career. They almost feel, what right do I have to 
be teaching them decolonisation material. Yet as a lecturer, I am in the ideal position to 
decolonise and my whiteness means that my privilege prevents me from being seen as 
an agent of decolonisation (Dr Hayford, 14 July 2020, UJ). 
 
Dr Crawford shared the same experience noting that: 
 
During the protests, I was teaching the undergraduate sociological theory course. I am a 
white woman and in class there was a bunch of students who said to me they don’t want 
to hear from me and that they didn’t want me teaching Fanon. What was said to me by 
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this group of students was that I will never understand the experiences of black students. 
I responded and said, I am not pretending that I do. I mean I don’t think I can. I ended up 
asking [another colleague] to teach the rest of the course. 
 
[In another incident], I was in a seminar once; you know the Wednesday seminars that 
our department runs. It was about decolonising the curriculum. I can’t remember who this 
speaker was, but I think it was Andile…but it was one black man speaking and he had a 
bunch of black followers with him and they told me and my colleague that you white 
bitches should get the hell out of here, I didn’t feel comfortable, I was threatened. I take 
pride in my job, but for the first time I felt that I didn’t belong. But I understood, it was 
coming from a long position of anger, but I didn’t feel comfortable (Dr Crawford, 17 July 
2020, UJ).  
 
These assertions seem to suggest that black students think white lecturers cannot articulate and 
understand Fanon’s ideas but not because of their inability to reason but because of their 
whiteness yet not everyone who is black is open to the politics of decolonisation. The same can 
be said that not every white person is the enemy of decolonisation because decolonisation is 
more than anything else a task of political orientation. Someone might be white and be vocal 
about decolonisation more than a fellow black colleague. It is true however that black people 
have been the only race on the receiving end of racial exploitation. From slavery to colonialism 
and apartheid, there has only been one narrative, that white is superior and black is inferior 
(Mazrui 2005, Dastile and Ndlovu-Gatsheni 2013 and Grosfoguel 2007). Instead of reversing 
colonisation, black people should be decolonial agents and harmonise the world beyond these 
racial connotations (Ndlovu-Gatsheni 2016).  
 
Students should not be obsessed with the politics of race and location such that they forget about 
knowledge itself. In my view, beginning to even debate who should and should not teach 
decolonial scholarship is colonising. Such debates privileges one racial group over the other 
forgetting that though decolonisation speaks to race, it speaks of race to make sense of the past 
and to reveal the epistemological and linguistic racisms subjected to black people (Grosfoguel 
2007). It does not speak of race to infuse racial colonial ideas but to harmonise them. Racial 
debates in decolonial teaching should instead be concerned with unmasking the racisms that 
continue the colonisation of knowledge rather than to exist to colonise knowledge. Therefore, 
students should not be concerned with who teaches decolonial material. Instead, they should be 
concerned with how decolonial material is taught. Black people can be agents and enemies of 
decoloniality just as white people can. This is because decolonising is not a task of identity but 
that of political orientation. 




The idea that race one is worthy of teaching decoloniality than the other reverses the gains of 
decoloniality because it sustains colonial ideas that one race is superior than the other except 
this time the superior race is black and the inferior race white. There is a need for more 
scholarship that forces black and white intellectuals to engage with each other beyond their race. 
Confining decoloniality to just rejection of whiteness not only commits a crime against 
decoloniality but is also unfounded. As I argued earlier in this report, the lecturers’ experiences 
with decolonising the curriculum have been different. The racial debates in decolonial teaching 
indicated that these differences have been informed by race. Therefore, inasmuch as the FMF 
movement was overdue, there were divergent views and inequalities within the movement.  
 
5.7. Limitations of the FeesMustFall protests 
 
Much of what is written about the FeesMustFall protests is that they woke up the universities 
from their epistemological slumber and agitated for decolonisation. We hear a lot of what these 
protests were and not what they were not. The reality of it is that all struggles have their 
shortcomings, and so was the FMF movement. Lecturers were the correct people to highlight 
the deficiencies of the FMF movement because they were not directly involved in the protests. 
Lecturers’ views in this case are as important as students’ in that though it might have been the 
students who protested to demand decolonisation, it is lectures who can translate those 
demands into reality. From these limitations, we are able to understand why the FMF activists 
were unable to exert pressure on the university to decolonise. 
Before exploring the FMF limitations, I first explained what these protests sought to achieve. We 
learnt from Chinguno et al (2017), Chikane and Breakey (2015) and CHE (2017) that the FMF 
movement was a students’ protests, by students and for the students. The fundamental aim, one 
may argue that was to question and unmask the racist foundations of the university not only with 
respect to curriculum but also how universities function. In short, these protests were to 
challenge coloniality of being, power, knowledge and sexuality. Lectures levelled three 
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5.7.1. FeesMustFall failed to create an on-going movement 
 
 
For Prof Smith:  
 
One of my criticisms of the FeesMustFall is that students failed to create an ongoing 
movement. They fell apart; they started fighting each other which means their ability to 
keep pressure on the institutions was limited (Prof Smith, 14 November 2020, Wits).  
 
The critique that the FeesMustFall protests failed to create an ongoing movement makes it 
unclear if the next generation will continue the struggle for decolonisation. The current generation 
failed to create structures that could help decoloniality exist beyond the 2015-2016 protests. Prof 
Smith suggested that because of this failure the students were unable to sustain their struggle 
because they started fight each other. This showed that students were only unified in their call 
for things to fall and what eventually fell was the protests because four years later, universities 
are to yet decolonise. Not much has changed to this day. Universities continue business as usual 
save for the cosmetic, and individualistic curriculum changes. This suggests that the universities 
are either not committed to this project or have not grasped the philosophical depth of 
decoloniality.  
 
Prof Smith’s assertion that students fell out and began fighting among themselves was also 
explored by Mashibini (2017) who proposed that the signs of contestations in the protests began 
to show as early as the 15th of October, the second day of the protests at Wits. He further 
maintained that fallists showed signs of decline at the SMH when members of the Economic 
Freedom Fighter Student Command (EFFSC) questioned the credibility of the then Student 
Representative Council (SRC) to lead the protests and proposed the establishment of the 
protests committee to lead the movement. According to Mashibini (2017), a committee of EFFSC 
was better suited to lead the protests because it would be free from political party association. 
This is for the reason that during the protests, the South African Student Congress (SASCO), an 
African National Congress (ANC) affiliated student organisation was in power at Wits. In another 
instance, Mashibini (2017) argued that this SASCO-led SRC would constantly remind students 
during the protests which organisation was in power and students did not like this. The result, 
Mashibini (2017) noted, was that the SRC lost its grip and the fallists such as Mcebo Dlamini 
and Vuyani Pambo gained legitimacy and led the movement.  
 
In as much as there were limitations there were also achievements. The FMF movement did not 
fail to create an ongoing movement, had it failed, studies such as this would not have been 
conducted. The FMF movement just stopped protesting, the debates of decolonisation are 
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ongoing. Its influence, to a great extent stretches out beyond the limits of the university to the 
realms of society. The FMF movement influenced an ongoing decolonial movement to the 
society so much so that it has become impossible for a social protest to be held and not see a 
placard written that something MustFall. Within decolonial theory, Ahmed (2019) argued that 
FMF has led to the rise of fallism as a decolonial option and pedagogy that restores the dignity 
of black people in knowledge, truth and sexuality. Nelson Maldonado-Torres argued alongside 
Ahmed in a foreword of Rioting and Writing: Diaries of Wits Fallists that the FMF movement led 
to rise of fallism. The phrase MustFall has become a weapon of the weak as it helps them to say 
NO and reject the myths of the rainbow nation.  
 
Today people are able to speak against the normalised abnormals and say they MustFall. This 
is the legacy that these protests left in society. The FMF movement may have failed to create an 
on-going movement as far as the university is concerned, just as Prof Smith argued, but it did 
not fail to influence society. Also, its influence gave workers and lecturers a voice to challenge 
and speak against the alienating nature of the university bureaucracy. The FMF movement did 
not fail to create an ongoing movement, any assertion that says otherwise limits the success of 
the FMF to only issues of the curriculum and decolonisation of the university. The successes of 
the FMF movement should not be viewed in isolation from the broader society in that students 
contested during the protests that they were not only calling for a decolonised university but a 
decolonised society believing that, a decolonised university in a colonialised society would 
operate as though colonialism never ended (Ndlovu-Gatsheni 2016).  
 
5.7.2. FeesMustFall was a hashtag not a movement 
 
According to Dr Mkhize, though the FMF protests addressed key issues of the university, it was 
more than anything else just a mere hashtag: 
The other thing about the FeesMustFall and you might not agree with me here is that it 
was just a hashtag, it was not an organisation. SASCO or let’s say the DA or the EFF 
student command, those are proper structures often connected to political structures, 
some are not well connected, some are but they have a way of continuing their struggles 
because they are not just necessarily a hashtag, they are a movement. FeesMustFall 
was just a hashtag campaign (Dr Mkhize, 3 July 2020, UJ).  
Certainly, I do not agree with this view because in my view, the FMF protests were in themselves 
a social movement. The reason for this is because the FMF was made up of a group of 
aggravated individuals who came together for a common goal. The goal for these students was 
to unmask coloniality and the way universities alienate the curriculum and the manner in which 
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knowledge projects are organised (CHE 2017). The assertion that the FMF was not a movement 
is not true. Students may have organised under a hashtag #FeesMustFall, but what they did and 
achieved speak beyond a hashtag. Nonetheless, there is an element of truth in Dr Mkhize’s 
assertion that the FMF movement lacked the political structures to free and continue the 
movement beyond few individuals. This is illustrated by the fact arrests of Mcebo Dlamini and 
Khanya Celeste, which hindered the students’ ability to put pressure on the university to 
decolonise.  
Even though that is the case, Dr Mkhize’s view that the FMF movement owed no allegiance to 
any political party does not mean that this weakened the FMF protesters or make them a mere 
hashtag, . In fact, it made them a formidable students protest that made some important strides 
in education (Booysen 2016 and Chinguno et al 2017). The decision not to align the movement 
with any political party is what made the FMF movement a success. Free from party politics, 
students shaped their struggle for decolonisation the best way they saw fit. One also dismisses 
the view that the FMF was not a movement on the basis that this argument fails to understand 
that any group of aggravated individuals who come together for a specific goal constitutes a 
movement.  
5.7.3. FeesMustFall was heteronormative and patriarchal   
 
The last critique that was levelled against the FMF movement was that the protests were 
heteronormative.  
 
One thing that stood out for me during the FeesMustFall protests and I am not sure if you 
were aware of this that but am sure you were is that quite a lot of students’ voices were 
left out. I am talking here for instance about black lesbian women or the trans community. 
There was still quite a very patriarchal and heteronormative vibe to the entire 
FeesMustFall movement. This is based on what I read in the media, what I read on twitter 
and [what] one of my students who did an MA on the topic of identities within the 
FeesMustFall movement…found. So, in a sense, that’s a critique from my side (Dr 
Crawford, 17 July 2020, UJ).  
 
This critique somewhat suggests that the FMF protests were self-contradictory, in that they 
sought a decolonised world whilst operating under the colonising logic. That means that the 
students normalised and categorised sexuality into a single entity, yet their struggle was to free 
the university from one thought to a multiple where everyone can exist in their truth without 
justifying themselves. Dr Crawford noted that FMF movement denied members of the queer 
group the opportunity to contest against heteronormativity. This was indeed self-contradictory 
because by them protesting, students were saying their voices were not heard and they could 
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not breath yet in their protests, they silenced certain voices. This critique is not unique to the 
FMF literature in that Dlakavu (2017) argued along the same line. In her contribution to Rioting 
and Writing: Diaries of Wits Fallists she wrote that her work aimed to address the negations of 
black women’s contribution to the FMF. Dlakavu (2017) maintained that black women 
contributed to the FMF movement just as black men did, yet their contributions are not celebrated 
like men’s contributions. 
 
While Mthombeni (2017), argued in the same book that, from her experience black masculinity 
manifested differently behind the scene i.e., black men helping with chores such as mopping 
and cleaning the SMH, but the very idea that she says ‘behind the scene’ is proof enough that 
black men were only comfortable in equalling relation between them and women when people 
were not watching. Dlakavu (2017) argued that women’s contribution to the FMF protests at Wits 
included #MbokodoLead, the #OccupyLuthuliHouse and the #EndOutsourcing. Another instance 
that illustrated that FMF movement was patriarchal was that as women helped with cooking, they 
would get comments such as “why is this food dry” and women did not like this because such 
comments were in their view strengthening patriarchy (Dlakavu 2017). Thus, Mignolo’s 
coloniality of being is relevant. It helped one to maintain that the FMF movement appropriated 
the ‘being’ to hold the struggle to black men because the being that was appropriated to black 




This chapter detailed Sociology’s response to the demand for decolonisation. The chapter 
established that though Sociology at UJ and Wits endorsed the call for decolonisation, these 
departments only responded to decolonisation to abate students’ anger. Their response are 
cosmetic as they responded through a tick box approach, a method that I argued has resulted 
in the cataloguing of African scholars. This chapter also noted that decolonising the curriculum 
has been left to individual lecturers who rely on their ideological and pedagogical approaches to 
decide whether to decolonise or not. Finally, the chapter examined the assessment changes 
since the FMF protests and the importance of decolonising teaching methods. It also explored 
the centrality of race in decolonial teaching. The following chapter is my conclusion, where I 
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CHAPTER 6: SUMMARY AND CONCLUDING REMARKS 
 
 
6.1. Introduction  
 
This dissertation noted that the idea of an African university is just a myth. It was established 
that universities have not transformed and in instances where they have, such transformation 
has led to the cataloguing of African scholars coupled with the removal of white lecturers and 
replacing them with black lecturers, especially in leadership positions. This dissertation took a 
decolonial and Foucauldian lens to explore these claims. The fundamental aim of this chapter 
was thus, to summarise this study’s main arguments and my findings. The chapter also shared 
the study’s limitations and proposed recommendations for future research. 
 
6.2. Reflection of aims and summary of findings 
 
This dissertation set itself the task of understanding how Sociology at UJ and Wits responded to 
the FeesMustFall demands for decolonisation. It focused on three undergraduate modules; the 
Individual/Identity and Society, (first year) Sociological Theory (second year), Social Science 
Research Method/ Researching Social Life (third year). The grounds for examining the three 
modules are given in chapter 4. My interest with exploring this topic stemmed from my strong 
desire to know what the universities have done to decolonise their curriculum five years post the 
FMF protests.  Seven participants took part in this study, three from the UJ and four from Wits. 
Data was collected in two ways; through in-depth interviews and review of the study guides 
(documentary analysis). This data was analysed through thematic and content analysis where 
five themes as discussed in chapter 5 were derived.  
 
The findings of this study revealed that of the three sampled modules, it is the Sociological 
Theory and Social Science Research Methods that have been on the path to decolonise their 
curriculum. Lecturers of these modules have made efforts to challenge the geographies of 
knowledge and coloniality of knowledge for the reason that instead of teaching only their own 
perspectives, they are teaching these perspectives together with others in the world. Also, 
examined closely, with how Sociological Theory responded, it is easy to see that the lecturers of 
this module are male at Wits and female at UJ because the module at Wits draws more on male 
scholars and female scholars at UJ. This then confirmed that decolonising is, first and foremost 
the task of political and ideological orientation. How lecturers decolonise is always influenced by 
their identity and the worldviews that inform their knowledge. The findings also showed that the 
Individual and Society/Identity and Society are yet to decolonise. Nothing has changed since 
2016 as far as these modules are concerned. They remain indebted to classical Western theory 
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notably the works of Marx, Weber and Durkheim. It is as though lecturers do not trust African 
scholars with African problems.   
 
Broadly, the findings showed that the universities in UJ and Wits together with the departments 
of Sociology responded to decolonisation in piecemeal, in order to abate students’ anger. This 
is because their response were cosmetic and did no justice to the decolonial agenda. These 
entities have, instead of decolonising the curriculum, Africanised it by adding Biko and Khaldun 
and teach them as they teach Marx (in a universalising way). They have not decolonised their 
teaching methods. Sociology’s response to decolonisation has thus been individualistic in that it 
is individual lecturers who decolonised their courses. This went to show that the department and 
the university might endorse decolonisation but the decision to decolonise lies ultimately on the 
lecturers. Thus, academic freedom can either curb or yield decolonisation.  
 
6.3. Limitations of this study 
 
The main limitation of this study was data collection. Initially, I hoped to interview ten lecturers 
but due to difficulties in finding lecturers, I ended up interviewing seven. Also, since my focus 
was from 2016-2019, my initial aim was to interview lecturers who taught the sampled modules 
in these periods. Finding lecturers who taught these modules from 2016-2019 was difficult 
because most of them were new or had not taught in those periods. Again, after being referred 
to those who lectured from 2016-2019 some of my efforts to interview them bore no fruit because 
they never responded to my e-mails. This also made documentary analysis difficult because I 
could not get all the study guides of the sampled three modules from 2016-2019. I only managed 
to get study guides from these periods for one module; the Individual/Identity and Society. It is 
also worth noting that collecting data during the Covid-19 pandemic was problematic because 
at some point during my virtual interview, my area experienced power cuts (loadshedding) and 
this would make my internet unstable. Another limitation was having to describe my participants 
and at the same time adhere to ethics. I found it difficult to maintain anonymity of participants. I 
shared these experiences and how I navigated around them in chapter 4. 
 
6.4. Recommendations for future studies  
 
It is not enough to just debate decolonisation; we need to start doing it. Studies and literature 
confirmed that there is something wrong with universities and how knowledge is produced. 
Future studies can expand scholarship by continuing to examine decolonisation from a lecturers’ 
lens so as to get a sense of what lecturers do to decolonise. Since this study looked only at Wits 
and UJ, future studies could widen this study to their university and departments to examine how 
they have responded to the FMF demands for decolonisation. Therefore, from this study, future 
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research could explore three areas first; investigate further the notion of decolonising teaching 
methods, second explore how assessments methods could be decolonised and third, explore 
the politics of identity in decolonial teaching. Future studies who would, like this study seek to do 
content analysis should consider doing observation research as part of their data collection so 




This dissertation began its quest of decolonising Sociology by giving a historical background of 
the Sociology in South Africa. It positioned the discipline to apartheid and post-apartheid era and 
argued that the development of Sociology in South Africa as we know it today, has been due to 
its proximity to apartheid. This means that like many social sciences, particularly, Anthropology, 
in the colonial era, Sociology was used to further the interest of apartheid. This dissertation has 
illustrated that early Sociologists in South Africa were used for policy making. What is key from 
the era when Sociology was working for the apartheid state, is that it was contextualised so that 
it spoke to the realities of the time. This is proof enough that Sociology can be localised and 
decolonised if it has a willing labour. This study also argued that while it is clear that Sociology 
was, during apartheid used for policy, it is unclear what kind of Sociology is pursued today. I 
argue instead that there seems to be a cocktail of Sociologies; professional and public Sociology 
within which the domineering one is professional Sociology.  
 
Professional Sociology is dominant because Sociologists are bound by the university protocol. 
Since Sociologists operate in universities which are obsessed with the global ranking systems, 
Sociologists no longer pursue knowledge for its sake but pursue it to climb the professional 
ladder. In the midst of this personal ambition, there are however, academics who pursue public 
Sociology and grapple with issues of decolonisation of knowledge, the curriculum, teaching 
methods and methodology. The extent of the domination of professional Sociology forced one 
to then argue that the past-ideological and political orientations of UJ and Wits have not shifted 
since the FMF movements. Signs that these orientations can shift are there, but they have been 
individualistic as they are pursued by a few lecturers. From a decolonial-Foucauldian, one is 
therefore able to argue that Sociology as a discipline can be decolonised and made to challenge 
these past racists orientations.  
 
To conclude, I argue that decolonisation of Sociology has since the FMF protests at UJ and Wits 
been the battle of political orientation and teaching philosophy. For this dissertation, 
decolonisation was not by any means the rejection of Marx, Weber and Durkheim and the 
incorporation of Biko, Mafeje and Khaldun, but the intersection of all these knowledges that each 
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scholarship is stretched and critiqued to reveal its epistemological limitations. Marx is still useful 
in the South Africa context, but he should not be taught in a domineering way and in a way that 
subordinates African scholars, such as Mafeje, Mphahlele and many others. Mafeje becomes 
relevant because his scholarship captured the issues of race in South Africa more than Marx as 
he wrote from within. It is not enough to just debate decolonisation because the issues of the 
university dates back to when colonialism was still intact. We should instead start doing it. Do 
decolonisation now and decolonise Sociology so that Sociologists can rise from their 
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1. What are your views on the FeesMustFall student’s demands for decolonisation of the 
curriculum?  
2. How has the university as a whole responded to the demands for decolonisation of the 
curriculum? 
3. What are your views on the university’s commitment to the decolonisation project?  
4. To what extent has the discourse on decolonisation shaped the sociology curriculum in 
your department? 
5. How much of your teaching methods has changed in the course that you are teaching 
since the FMF protests?  
6. What role did the FMF protests play in shaping your curriculum thinking? 
7. How is your curricula content addressing the demands for decolonisation? 
8. How has FMF influenced students’ assessments in the course you teach? 
9. What worldviews inform the selection of knowledge for your curriculum? 
10. How does your teaching approach accommodate experiences of black working-class 
students in your class?  
11. How is decolonising your course part of the broader institutional transformation of your 
university?  






















Tittle: Decolonising Post-Apartheid Universities: Examining Curriculum Changes in 
Sociology Since FeesMustFall (FMF) Student Protests 
 
RESEARCHER NAME: Mojalefa Mankgero  
 
This invitation letter and informed consent form may contain some words that are unfamiliar to 
you. Please ask questions about anything you do not understand or anything you want to learn 
more about 
 
You may take home an unsigned copy of this consent form to think about or discuss with family 
or friends before making a decision 
 
Once you understand, and if you agree to take part, you will be asked to sign your name or make 




Hello, my name is Mojalefa Mankgero. I am a student at the University of Johannesburg. I would 
like to invite you to take part in this study. I am conducting this research for my MA degree. I 
have selected you to participate in this study because I believe you will provide me with in-depth 
data regarding this topic. 
 
YOUR PARTICIPATION IS VOLUNTARY  
Before you decide whether to be in this study, I would like to explain the purpose, the risks and 
benefits, what is expected of you and what you can expect from me. 
 
It is up to you whether or not you join the study 
 
You may choose to leave this study at any time 
 
AIM OF THE STUDY  
To find out how Sociology at UJ and Wits has responded to students’ demands of wanting 
universities’ curriculum decolonised following the 2015-2016 FMF student protests.    
 
 





This research will collect data by means of in-depth interviews and documentary data analysis. 
 
During the interview, I will ask you questions which I would like you to answer. I will also record 
the interview using a voice recorder. I will use a voice recorder to make sure I record your words 
exactly how you said them. The notes and the recording will not contain your name or other 
identifying information and will be stored on a computer that is password protected. The audio 
recordings will be destroyed after 5 years. 
 
What are my rights as a participant? 
Your participation is voluntary. You are free to decide if you want to take part in the research. 
You can refuse to participate or stop at any time without giving any reason. 
 
Are there any risks or discomforts involved in interviews?  
No, there are no discomforts in this study. The interview will take place at any place where you 
feel comfortable.  
 
Are there any benefits? 
This study will shed light to the politics of decolonisation and curriculum transformation.  
 
Is there any cost to me taking part in the interview?  
The only cost would be your time. 
 
Will I be paid? 
You will not be paid to participate, should there be a need, and you will be reimbursed for your 
travel costs. 
 
Will what I tell you remain confidential?   
What you will say will be kept confidential and your identity will be protected as a pseudonym 
will be used should you wish to remain anonymous.  
The information gathered from the interview will only be used for the purpose of this dissertation 









This study proposal has been submitted to the University of Johannesburg Research Ethics 
Committee. 
 
PROBLEMS OR QUESTIONS  
If you ever have any questions about this study, you can contact: 
 
Researcher contact details: email: mojalefalesson@gmail.com cell: 0833317333 
 
Supervisor contact details:  Professor Malehoko Tshoaedi: mtshoaedi@uj.ac.za  and 
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Informed Consent Form 
 
I hereby confirm that I have been informed about my involvement in this research.  
 
I have also received, read (or had it read to me) and understood the above written information 
regarding the study.  
 
I understand that what I say will be written down and / or recorded on tape 
 
I also agree that the data collected during this study can be processed in a protected 
computerized system 
 
I may at any stage, without prejudice, withdraw my consent and participation. I am not required 
to give a reason for withdrawal 
 
I have had sufficient opportunity to ask questions and (of my own free will) declare myself 




[Note: that there are some instances where signed consent may be substituted with verbal 
consent; the researcher will sign the form on behalf of the participant after having received verbal 
consent] 
 
I have read this consent form (or had it read and explained to me), and all of my questions have 
been answered to my satisfaction. My signature (or thumbprint) below confirms that:  
□ I agree to participate in the study 
  
Signature of participant: 
 
Signature: _________________________ Date: _______  
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Permission to Audio Record  
 
My signature (or thumbprint) below confirms that:  
□ I DO NOT give the research staff permission to audio-record my interview 




Signature: _________________________ Date: _______  
 
